


v^W^- - ..vtfvv- : ;r ^.i-S"^ ,
.

-.>-;-.* &&&&< \
!

f0fy.<B.v -r*.^ >- ;;*-:- -.-. ,-.J

Ji^KSfiifMM^SSS
S-itbjectNo.-'',

'' '''

*.$n page
*







THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.



PRINTED BY MORRISON ASD OIBB

FOB

T. & T. CLARK, EDINBUEGH.

LONDON, ...... HAMILTON, ADAMS, AND CO.

DUBLIN GEOBGE HEBBEBT.

NEW YOBK| . . . . . SCBIBNEB AND WELFOBD.

TOBONTO '. . METHODIST BOOK & PUBLISHING HOUSE.

LEIPZIG J. C. HINRIOHS'SCHE BUCHHAKBIAJNG.



THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH ;

OB,

A CRITICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE GEEEK AND HEBREW,

WITH THE VARIATIONS IN THE LXX. 'RETRANSLATED

INTO THE ORIGINAL AND EXPLAINED.

BY THE

REV. GEORGE COTJLSON WORKMAN, M.A.,
tt

' '

PROFESSOR OF OLD TESTAMENT EXEffESIB AND LITERATUBE IN

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY, COBOUBQ, OUT., CANADA.

WITH

2ln 3ntro5uctor flotfce

BY

PROFESSOR FRANZ DELITZSCH, D.D.

EDINBURGH:
T. & T. CLAEK, 38 GEORGE STREET.

1889.





TO

MY VENERABLE AND VALUED FRIEND,

PKOFESSOK FRANZ DELITZSCH, D.D.

OF THE

UNIVERSITY OF LEIPZIG,

IN ADMIRATION OF

HIS BEEP PIETY AND PROFOUND SCHOLARSHIP,

THIS BOOK IS DEDICATED

AS A TOKEN OF

GRATITUDE AND AFFECTION.





CONTENTS.

PAGK

PREFACE, ....... ix

INTRODUCTORY NOTICE, . . . .XV
PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS, . . . . . Xxiii

CHAPTER I.

THE RELATION OF THE VERSION, .... 1

CHAPTER II.

THE VARIATIONS OMISSIONS, .... 18

CHAPTER III.

THE VARIATIONS ADDITIONS, 70

CHAPTER IV.

THE VARIATIONS TRANSPOSITIONS, .... 95

CHAPTER V.

THE VARIATIONS ALTERATIONS, . . . .135

CHAPTER VI.

THE VARIATIONS SUBSTITUTIONS, . . . .155



viil CONTENTS.

CHAPTER VII.
PAGE

THE ORIGIN OF THE VARIATIONS, . . . . .182

CHAPTER VIIL

THE CHARACTER OF THE TRANSLATION, . . 210

.
CHAPTER IX.

THE RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION, . . . 229

CHAPTER X.

THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS, . . . 283

CO ERECT.I OK
Omit "bride" and "bridegroom," chap. vii. 34, on page 129,

lines 15, 16 from the top.'



PREFACE.

As intimated on the title-page, the present volume

is an earnest attempt to solve the difficult problem

of the variations between the Greek and Hebrew

texts of Jeremiah. Besides discussing the condition

and relation of the texts, and explaining the nature

and origin of the divergences between them, I have

endeavoured to deduce the fundamental principles

of deviation, by the application of which the

Septuagint translation reveals important matter,

as well for the Hebrew grammar and tlie Hebrew

lexicon, as for the history, the interpretation, the

correction, and the reconstruction of the present

Massoretic text.

Although the latter portion of the work has been

prepared exclusively for scholars, the former and

by far the larger portion of it has been prepared,

as well for general as for special students of the

Old Testament. It is intended to be used by all

who have an interest in the critical condition of the

Scripture text. For this reason, the entire discus-
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sion lias been written in such a style that any one,

whether acquainted with Greek and Hebrew or not,

may read it easily and intelligently. Having aimed

throughout at plainness and perspicuity, I have

purposely avoided, so far as practicable, the use of

purely technical language, and have everywhere

explained the terms and translated the words and

expressions, which an ordinary English reader might
not reasonably be expected to understand.

In trying to recover the original of the Septua-

gint by the process of retranslation, I have been

encouraged by many competent judges to believe

that the method I have adopted for exhibiting the

deviations to the best advantage will be regarded as

both convenient and important, inasmuch as it not

only presents concisely a general view of the diver-

gences in this book, but also indicates clearly how

the same kind of service may be performed for the

other books of Jewish Scripture. A very small

amount of work has hitherto been done in this

department. Without a guide, therefore, in a

comparatively untrodden field, I have striven to

beat out a path which other investigators may
tread more confidently than I have dared, and

more successfully, perhaps, than I have hoped, to

tread myself.

Owing to the extent of this prophetic book,

comprising, as it does, almost a twelfth part of the



PREFACE. XI

whole Old Testament, the work has naturally cost

a great expenditure of time and toil. After nearly

three years and a half of patient and painstaking

study, in connection with other absorbing and

exacting duties, having been engaged at this

inquiry since the summer of 1885, I am aware

that it is still, in some respects, deficient as well

as incomplete. Much more time might have been

devoted advantageously to the investigation. A
longer study would have enabled me more

thoroughly to weigh difficult and doubtful words,

more fully to discuss personal and proper names,

and more copiously to illustrate generic and specific

kinds of deviation.

Many important features of the Septuagint,

moreover, have been briefly indicated in a para-

graph or two that might have been abundantly

exemplified by striking and convincing illustra-

tions; but the want of time and the fear of making
too large a volume have deterred me from multi-

plying examples. I have spared no pains, however,

to make the work as thorough as its compass would

permit. The results of my researches, therefore,

are modestly submitted to Biblical scholars and

students for careful and unprejudiced consideration,

with the consciousness that, had more time and

study been allowed, they might have been much

more complete, but also with the conviction that,
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inexhaustive as they are, they will be found to be

a serviceable contribution to the science of Old

Testament text-criticism.

Several distinguished scholars 'have desired to

see the. Septuagint text of Jeremiah entirely re-

translated into Hebrew. Having . often been

advised by persons of experience to publish a

complete and accurate retranslation of the book, as

soon, as an opportunity for investigating the Greek

manuscripts may b'e afforded, I shall esteem it a

great favour if practised critics, after an examina-

tion of the work, will have the kindness to give me

any suggestions that may occur to them, particularly

in the way ofindicating imperfections, or ofpointing

out improvements.'

While personally responsible for the views

advanced, the positions maintained, and the con-

clusions reached throughout the whole discussion, I

desire, in this place, to express my deep gratitude

to all who have assisted me in any respect with the

investigation. My grateful acknowledgments are

especially due for kind advice and constant interest

during the preparation of the work to Professor

Franz Delitzsch, D.D., the eminent Old Testament

commentator
;
for useful suggestions and valuable

services in the process of retranslation to Dr. S.

Mandelkern, the excellent Hebrew specialist ;
for

careful and conscientious help in comparing the
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Targtim of Jonathan with the Septuagint translation,

and in revising the manuscript.of the variations for

the press, to Dr. M. Chamizer, the able Literary

Manager of the famous Oriental printing-house of

W. Drugulin, Leipzig, where the last chapter of the

w.ork was composed and stereotyped.

Although the terms of notation or abbreviation

employed throughout the last chapter are few and

simple, yet it may be worth while giving, in this

connection, a brief explanation of them. In the

text, "Deest" indicates the absence from the

Septuagint of the word or words standing opposite

to it, and "
Desunt," the absence from the same of

the words or verses opposite to which it stands.

In the footnotes,
"
Cf." refers to a similar reading,

and "ut" to an identical reading, in the Hebrew;
"
Vid." refers to a similar or like rendering in the

Greek ; "Inc." -denotes a different verse-division in

the version; "Targ." stands for the Targum of-

Jonathan ;

"
Alex." for the Alexandrian Codex,

and " Aram." for Aramaic.

The volume is now given to the world with the

hope that it may prove an interest-awakening and

a science-furthering investigation. In so far as this

discussion of one of the most complicated questions

of Old Testament interpretation shall stimulate the

spirit of Scriptural inquiry or help the progress of

Biblical criticism, and thus promote the cause of
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sacred truth of .which' the prophet Jeremiah was a

powerful and uncompromising preacher, my reverent

researches will be rewarded, and my earnest wishes

realized.

G. c. WORKMAN.

LEIPZIG, January 1889.



INTRODUCTORY NOTICE
BY

PBOFESSOR DELITZSCH.

THERE is no prophetic life and no prophetic book,

of which so many details are known to us, as the

life of Jeremiah and the collection of his prophecies.

We know that this prophet twice dictated his

prophecies to his amanuensis, Baruch, as Paul

the Epistle to the Eomans to Tertius ; that king

Jehoiakim burned one roll, and that Jeremiah

then prepared a new and, according to chap.

xxxvi. 32, a greatly enlarged edition, which, per-

haps, was left unfinished, to be gradually com-

pleted. It was possibly concluded in Egypt either

by the prophet himself or by his secretary, Baruch ;

but that we do not know. This, however, is cer-

tain, that the collection of prophecies, as it now

stands before us, has not the form which it finally

received from Jeremiah, or from his faithful ser-

vant. The original arrangement must have been

another and a different one, because the present

order of the component parts of the book amongst
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themselves gives the impression of an arbitrary

and a confused disarrangement. Besides, this later

redaction or revision shows itself to be such by
insertions from the book of the Kings. But even

the form which the later redactor gave the collec-

tion is not perfectly preserved. Chap. xxvi. 17 was

evidently not written by. the redactor of the collec-

tion. It betrays itself at once as a later and a

very misleading insertion. In chap. xl. 1, a divine

revelation to Jeremiah is announced, but no such

communication follows. It seems that here chaps,

xxx., xxxi. have got out of their right place. The

expression ^QJ^
1

) (" and they shall be weary "),
in

chap. li. 64, is manifestly repeated from ver. 58.

The historical piece, vers. 59-64, therefore, may
originally have occupied another position in this

prophetic book.

From what standpoint the prophet's last edition

was arranged we do not know, but the singular

disarrangement, by which the later redactor has

destroyed the original arrangement, nevertheless,

cannot be purely arbitrary or absolutely thought-
r

less. The considerations by which he was governed,

or the principles by which he was guided, must,

certainly be penetrable. But, so far as I can sur-

vey the literature of the interpretation and expla-

nation
.
of the book, no one, as yet, has been

successful in finding out the point of view from
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which the later redactor has torn to pieces things

which chronologically and essentially belong to

each other, and has placed them together, as they

now appear. J. J. Staehelin in his discussion of

the arrangement of Jeremiah's prophecies divides

the book into seven parts,
1 and Anton Scholz in

his monograph on the relation between the Greek

and Hebrew texts of Jeremiah divides
..
it into six

decades ;

2
but neither in Staehelin's seven nor in

Scholz's six divisions is a planned unity of con-

tents perceptible. As for me, I natter myself with

the opinion, that I may have succeeded in dis-

covering the views which influenced the redactor.

The collection of Jeremiah's prophecies, as it

now lies before us, according to my opinion, falls

into nine groups or books of which each three, in a

certain sense, form a trilogy, and that, indeed, in

the following manner : 1. The book of the time

of Josiah, or of the calling and first preaching of

the prophet, chaps, i.-vi. 2. The book of the time

of Jehoiakim, or the preaching at the gate of the

Temple, in the cities of Judah (Anathoth), and in

the streets of Jerusalem, especially concerning the

idolatry of the people, chaps, vii. xii. 3. The

book of the irrevocable curse, belonging to the

1
Zeitschrift der deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschajt, t. iii.,

1849, p. 216.
"

2 Der masorethische Text und die LXX -
Uebersetzuny lies Buches

Jeremias, 1875.

I
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time of Jeconiah, chaps, xiii. -xx. Hereupon
follow the three middle groups. 4, The book

against the shepherds of the people, without

chronological arrangement, chaps, xxi. - xxv. 5.

The book of the conflict of Jeremiah with the false

prophets, belonging partly to the time of Jehoiakim

and partly to the first years of Zedekiah, chaps,

xxvi. - xxix. Here along with Jeremiah, as true

prophets, are mentioned the elder Micah and

the contemporary Uriah ; and, as false prophets,

Hananiah, Ahab, Zedekiah, and Shemaiah, the

warning against false prophets in chap, xxvii.

constituting a keynote. 6. The book of the

restoration of Israel, without chronological

arrangement, chaps, xxx.-xxxiii. The remaining

three groups form the conclusion of the collection.

7. The book of the accounts of the unbelief and

scepticism of the kings and of the people of Israel,

accounts belonging to the time of Jehoiakim, and

encompassed by incidents of the time of Zedekiah,

chaps, xxxiv.-xxxviii. 8. The book of the destinies

of the people after the destruction of Jerusalem,

chaps, xxxix.-xlv., with the supplementary notice

respecting Baruch, chap, xlv., standing in Tin-

chronological position. 9. The book of the pro-

phecies concerning the nations, a decade of oracles,

beginning with Egypt and ending with Babylon,

chaps, xlvi. -li, belonging partly to the time of
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"5T

Jehoiakim, chaps, xl^-xlix. 33, and partly to the

time of Zedekiah, chaps, xlix. 34-39 ; l.-li.

This is, as I think, the distribution aimed at by
the redactor of our Hebrew text of Jeremiah. Such

seem to me to have been the motives which im-

pelled him to destroy the ancient order of the

general contents of the book, and to substitute

the present singular arrangement. I dare venture

to hope that my results will bear examination.

All kind of questions respecting the incorrect

position, which many sections of the book appear

to occupy, admit of a solution in this way. The

outpouring of the intoxicating cup, chap, xxv.,

which is properly the exordium to book 9, stands

in book 4, because the doom therein pronounced

embraces all the shepherds (rulers) of the nations.

The scourging of idolatry, chap. x. 1-16, stands in

book 2, because in that book the prophet's preach-

ing is preeminently directed against the idol-

worship of the people, chaps, vii. 18, 31 ; viii. 2.

The section, which relates the conspiracy to take

the prophet's life, because of his preaching against

the Temple and the City, in the beginning of

Jehoiakim's reign, chap, xxvi., although it belongs

to the history of the prophetic discourse in chaps.

vii.-xii., stands in book 5, because it relates a part

of Jeremiah's struggle with the priests, the pro-

phets, and the princes. The history of the burning
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of the first roll, chap., xxxvi., stands in book 7,

because it furnishes a proof of the unbelieving

conduct of the Court toward the word of Jehovah

and toward the person of his prophet. The con-

solatory prophecy for Baruch, chap, xlv., belong-

ing to the fourth year of Jehoiakim, stands in book

8, because it promises to Baruch deliverance from

the fate of death after the destruction of Jeru-

salem ;
and the prophecies concerning the nations,

chaps, xlvi.-li., constitute the last book, because

they are appointed for the nations just as specially

as chaps, i. xliv., together with chap, xlv., are

appointed for the people of Israel.

We possess, however, still another form of the

collection, which differs conspicuously from that

which it received from the hand of the Hebrew

redactor. This is the . Alexandrian form of the

book, which deviates from the foregoing one not

only in the arrangement, but also in the subject-

matter, of the text. In the Septuagint, the pro-

phecies concerning the nations occupy the middle

of chap, xxv., vers. 1-13 forming a prologue, and

vers. 15-38 forming an epilogue, to the whole group.

These prophecies follow each other also in a quite

divergent order. The prophecy respecting Elam,

for instance, stands at the very beginning of the

group in Greek, but almost at the very end of it in

Hebrew. In the version, this nation, as it seems,
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may have been threatened first, because of Alex-

ander's recent military expedition. The Greek

text, moreover, in all parts of the book, diverges

frequently and remarkably from the Hebrew text,

transmitted for ages before the time of Christ

by Palestinean and Babylonian tradition, attested

during the early centuries of the Christian era by
the Massorites, and handed down in its present

form from them to us.

In the accompanying work, my Canadian friend,

Professor G. C. Workman, M.A., has undertaken

the task of ascertaining, as far as practicable, the

ancient Hebrew text which lay before the Greek

translator, and which often seems to him to merit

the preference over the present Massoretic text.

The undertaking is a very interesting and im-

portant one. I fully concur with him in the

opinion that the original of the Septuagint was, in

many respects, a different text from that attested

and established by the Massorites. I am utterly

opposed to the view of Wichelhaus (1847) and

others, who attribute to the Septuagint no critical

value whatever. -Although in places the Greek

translator has made mistakes, owing to a combina-

tion of causes, as the following discussion shows,

nevertheless, I consider that the Alexandrian ver-

sion unquestionably presents a special textual

arrangement, or represents, in short, a special text-
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recension. I also regard the version as of very

great importance for the history and the criticism

of the Old Testament text.

The present investigation transports the question

respecting the nature and origin of the variations

in the prophecy of Jeremiah to an entirely new

stage, inasmuch, especially, as it presents a com-

plete and comprehensive view of the differences

between the Greek and Hebrew texts in a way in

which it hitherto has never been presented. The

author thereby contributes to the science of

Biblical criticism a work of valuable and lasting

service. This production of my friend is the fruit

of several years of indefatigable labour ; and, if he

sometimes thinks too favourably of the Septuagint

translator, this is only the result of the loving

devotion with which he has absorbed himself in

the study of the Alexandrian text.

FRANZ DELITZSGH.

LEIPZIG, December 1888.
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A CRITICAL investigation of any Old Testament

writing involves particularly a fourfold inquiry.

It embraces a thorough discussion of the character

and condition of the present Hebrew or Massoretic

text, and a careful consideration of the nature and

importance of the other textual authorities. Of

the latter there are principally foiir, namely, the

Aramaic, the Syriac, the Latin, and the Greek

translations. Each of these possesses some signifi-

cance, and furnishes some materials for the lower

or textual criticism of the Hebrew Scriptures ;

but the Greek translation, commonly called the

Septuagint, or the Alexandrian version, is univer-

sally regarded as by far the most important of

them all. Because of its age and influence, scholars

in general are agreed that the Septuagint transla-

tion constitutes the principal aid for the Biblical

critic in the textual work of the Old Testament.

Hence the need of determining, as nearly as possible,

its true nature and its real worth.

In undertaking to investigate the text of Jere-

miah by the help of the Septuagint, one is con-
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fronted at the outset with the character of the

deviations in the version. The differences between

the Greek and Hebrew are so numerous and so

striking, that the question of their origin challenges

immediate attention. The first thing necessary,

therefore, in commencing a comparative study of

the two texts, is an honest endeavour to solve the

problem of the divergences between them. Not

till this has been accomplished, can the Septuagint
be safely or intelligently employed in the textual

criticism of this prophetic book. Before attempting
a solution of the problem, it will be expedient to

explain the plan proposed in the present inquiry for

this purpose.

In order the more completely to exhibit the

character of the version, as well as the more clearly

to account for its deviations, the method here

adopted is that of retranslation ; that is, of trans-

lating the Greek back again into Hebrew. By this

means it can be shown, substantially at least, just
what sort of text the original Hebrew manuscript
of the Alexandrian version must have been. By
this means, too, the nature and origin of the

variations, it is believed, can be most readily

demonstrated, the differences between the Greek

and Hebrew most easily appreciated, and the im-

portance of the Septuagint for purposes of text-

criticism most accurately estimated.

In the complete Conspectus of the variations at

the end of the work, the divergences are arranged
in parallel columns, the divergent words, or letters
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only, so far as practicable, being punctuated. In

this way the differences between the two texts

become manifest at once. The right-hand column

contains the deviations from the Greek in the

Hebrew ; the left-hand column contains the devia-

tions from the Hebrew in the Greek, retranslated

into Hebrew. If the words in the latter be

systematically substituted for those in the former,

and carefully inserted where they logically belong
in the present Massoretic text, the original of the

version may be promptly and approximately ob-

tained. This method has the advantage of giving
a concise and comprehensive view of the variations

without repeating subject-matter common to each

text alike, except in so far as such a repetition is

necessary in order to display the variations clearly

and conspicuously.
An important rule observed in retranslating, it

should be stated, is that of endeavouring to explain
the minor variations by means of similar Hebrew
letters. Wherever there seemed to be the slightestO
reason for believing that the original of the one text

was substantially, if not identically, the same as the

original of the other, an effort has been made to

find a resembling substitute. The constant observ-

ance of this rule has been most advantageous in

discovering the various principles of divergency
deduced and illustrated in the accompanying dis-

cussion. But for its 'systematic application, several

fundamental illustrations could scarcely have been

ascertained. As the arrangement of the Greek
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words follows almost slavishly the Hebrew order,

even to the reproduction of the smallest particles

and the most peculiar idioms, the intensely literal

character of the Septuagint translation has helped

materially in applying this simple but extremely
essential rule.

Notwithstanding the extreme literalness of the

translation, however, it is often difficult to tell

whether an apparent deviation in the version

represents a real deviation in the .original manu-

script. For this reason, many doubtful words in

Greek are indicated in connection with the Con-

spectus of the variations. Sometimes, too, it is

difficult to determine whether or not a peculiar

Greek expression represents a variant Hebrew read-

ing ; and, if it does, it is practically impossible to

tell how it should be retranslated. One example
out of several that might be given is found in

chap. xlix. 1.6, where the combination ft ira^via o-ov

evexeipqve <rot, stands for ^fifo W^H ^&9fi (" thy
terribleness hath deceived thee"). The Hebrew
word translated

"
terribleness

"
does not elsewhere

occur throughout the Bible, and its exact significa-

tion here is exceedingly obscure. In all such cases

of obscurity, Hebrew scholars will be able to

appreciate the great perplexity experienced very

frequently in the work of retranslation.

As in the English, so also in the Alexandrian,

version, the same expression, even in a similar con-

nection, is not uniformly translated. This want

of uniformity greatly increases the difficulty of
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retranslation, because tile same word, or the same

combination of words, is differently rendered by
different translators in different books, as well as

in different parts of the same book. Although in

general this book is characterized by great consis-

tency in the use of many specific terms, yet suffi-

cient irregularity appears in certain portions of it

to justify the supposition that several persons were

employed in making the Greek version. For these

reasons, as doubt was frequently inevitable and

certainty sometimes impracticable, the retranslation

of very many words and phrases must be regarded
as tentative, and not in any sense as final. In all

such instances of uncertainty, other investigators

might give another and, perhaps, a happier render-

ing of the Greek.

Even in passages where a special textual arrange-
ment in the version is unquestionable, it is by no

means easy always to determine which expression
should be used in retranslating from the Greek,

since one must choose between two and three and

sometimes four synonymous Hebrew words. As
the choice requires the exercise of both taste and

skill, alternatives have often been presented for the

consideration of those experienced in this kind of

criticism. In the case of a word of rare or single

occurrence, it is practically, if not absolutely, impos-
sible to decide with certainty. A simple example
of perplexity occurs in the opening sentence of the

book, which, in the Septuagint, reads, To p^a, rov

@eov o eyevero eVt 'lepe/^iav. In this superscription,
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wliicli forms a common introduction to the prophetic

books, as may be seen by reference to Hosea, Joel,

Micah, Zephaniah, and which reproduces an original

Hebrew text, as every competent critic will perceive,

it is quite uncertain whether the expression To p^a
TOV &eov should be rendered iTirp-'il'i (the word of

Jehovah) or D*in'^'^!n (the word of God). Inas-

much as the latter, so far as has been ascertained,

nowhere else occurs in such a superscription, the

former has been given in the Conspectus of the

variations. The Alexandrian introduction, though,

may be translated,
" The word of God (or, the word

Jehovah) which was to Jeremiah."

When quoting from the English Bible, it will be

seen, the Revised Version, except in a few cases of

verbal translation^ has always been used
; but,

when translating from the Septuagint, it will be

observed, a literal rendering of the Greek text has

invariably been given. The Greek word

which generally represents the Hebrew word

has been regularly translated by the English
word "Jehovah." The term in Hebrew is not a

divine title, but a divine name, and, therefore,

should be literally reproduced. Not only is

"Jehovah" a tolerably accurate, though very

debatable, reproduction in English of the present

Hebrew word, but also it is an euphonious word

which has long become naturalized in the language.

This pronunciation of this name of the Deity,

moreover, has been in. circulation, more or less
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extensively, since the sixteenth century, at least.

For these reasons, it seems to be quite expedient

to retain the common form of the old English word.

By way of distinguishing the Hebrew phrase

rrtif TON (" says Jehovah ") from pflnnDNS (" aT!-T T t
*

:

declaration of Jehovah "),
which throughout this

book is usually represented by the Greek Xeyet

Kvpio<? or elire Kvpio<; }
the latter Hebrew phrase has

been regularly translated by
" declares Jehovah."

The word QN3, which is a passive participle in the

construct state used as a substantive, is so uniformly
rendered in the Septuagint as a verb that it may,

perhaps, have been so considered by the Greek

translators, who render it as though it was formerly

pronounced DN3 and employed as an emphatic

synonym for "I^N. Whether probable or not, the

supposition is here suggested as being possible, at

least. The words in Hebrew are not identical, as

the rendering of them in the English versions

might seem to ordinary readers to imply, and

there appears to be a great propriety in observing
the true distinction between them, when giving an

exact translation of them.

The Greek text used throughout the present
work is that of Tischendorf, this having been

esteemed the best edition of the Septuagint avail-

able at the time that the investigation was com-

menced. The Hebrew text employed is Hahn's

edition of van der Hooght. When citing Hebrew

words, the Massoretic pointing has generally been
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reproduced, wherever a point of punctuation, or of

accentuation might be regarded as really essential
;

but wherever such a point might be regarded as

purely euphonic, its reproduction has not always
been observed. This remark, of course, applies to

the use of the signs for aspirate-letters and tone-

syllables. It should be noted further that in

exhibiting the different kinds or classes of varia-

tion, several examples have been once or twice

repeated, because the same example sometimes

illustrates two and three different species of

divergency.
The last chapter of the work, which comprises

the Conspectus of the variations, is so arranged as

to constitute a kind of critical apparatus, by means

of which Biblical critics may examine the full

results of the investigation in detail, and by the

use of which they may apply the different prin-

ciples of variation to the textual criticism of the

other Hebrew Scriptures. The footnotes in this

chapter contain references to parallel passages and

analogous constructions, both in this book and in

other books of the Old Testament ; citations from

the Targum, when it either agrees with or corre-

sponds to the Septuagint translation ; doubtful and

peculiar words and phrases in the Greek, which

seem to possess a special interest
;
a few readings

from the Alexandrian manuscript, which appear to

be of some importance ;
and an occasional Aramaic

word, which suggests the possible origin of a

deviation in the version.
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In discussing the character and condition of the

present Hebrew text, an endeavour has been made,

first to ascertain the facts, and then to let these

speak for themselves. Indeed, throughout the"1

whole investigation the scientific or comparative
method has been employed. This method has

already been successfully applied to physical and

to philological science, and it may be as properly,
if not as fruitfully, applied to Biblical as to any
other science. All true theories must be formed

from facts, tested with facts, and established by
facts. Sweeping generalizations from insufficient

data, or from superficial knowledge of them, are

utterly valueless. Only by collecting all the

evidence available can sound principles be deduced

or safe inferences drawn. _j

From copious internal evidence it must with

disappointment be admitted that the character of

the Massoretic text of Jeremiah is deplorably

unsatisfactory. This text is both imperfect and

defective. . Its imperfections have long been

recognized by most impartial critics, and its

defects are now acknowledged 'by every competent
scholar. The question of its absolute integrity
or infallibility is no longer a matter of debate.

Difficulties and obscurities abound all through the

book. As the Hebrew stands at present, it is

often hard either to give a tolerable translation

of it, or to obtain an intelligible meaning from

it. Of many passages more than one rendering-
is fairly possib]e ; and of many other passages an
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adequate rendering or interpretation is practically

impossible.

From ample external evidence, moreover, the

'condition of the Hebrew text is also exceedingly

unsatisfactory. It can be proved conclusively to

have suffered not only from corruption, but also

from alteration. In many ways and at different

times it has unquestionably undergone considerable

change. Apart from manifest alterations, trans-

positions, interpolations a' ^ revisions, the in-

dependent testimony of tdch ancient version,

especially of the Septuagint translation, establishes

this fact beyond a doubt. A critical comparison
of the Greek and Hebrew shows clearly that the

latter text has been extensively and systematically

modified. Such a comparison further shows that the

ancient manuscript, from which the original of the

Massoretic text was taken, differed essentially from

that now known to us, as well as materially from that

known to the makers of the Alexandrian version.

It has been commonly supposed that the chief

sources of textual divergency between the Greek

and Hebrew were either the caprice and ignorance
of translators, or the carelessness and indifference

of copyists. For this reason, the variations have

been hitherto attributed, partly to accident but

principally to design. The supposition seems both

unreasonable and incredible. Such surprising

deviations as occur throughout the version must

have had a worthy origin. If the Alexandrian

translators were authoritatively employed to make
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a version of the Hebrew Scriptures, as has been

generally held, it is natural to suppose that they
were properly qualified for their duties, as well as

reasonable to believe that they honestly performed
their work. Assuming in this investigation the

efficiency and integrity of the Greek translators,

the facts collected and the principles deduced

demonstrate the hypothesis of a special text, or

text -
recension, as it is technically termed, from

which the Septuagint 'translation was originally

made. No other explanation of the divergences,

it can be shown, is either adequate or admissible.

Since, in several other Old Testament books, the

Greek text differs greatly from the Hebrew text, it

may be asked, as Graf, for instance, asks, Why
should the hypothesis of a special text-recension be

assumed simply for this book, and not for those

other books in which divergences abound? In

reply, it may be stated that the variations in the

present book are exceptionally numerous and

significant, and that their number, as well as their

nature, establishes the truth of the hypothesis

respecting their origin. The same hypothesis,

though, it may be added, seems to be just as

probable in reference to Daniel, Esther, Job, and

Proverbs, as in reference to Jeremiah. Only on

this assumption can the variations in each of these

books be satisfactorily explained. Indeed, the

same hypothesis possibly may, and probably does,

apply to each book of the Old Testament.

The theory of different text -recensions of the
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ancient Jewish Scriptures is rapidly and rationally

finding favour. In their Preface to the Eevised

Version of the Hebrew Bible, the English trans-

lators openly acknowledge its reasonableness and

probability.
" The Received or, as it is commonly

called, the Massoretic text of the Old Testament

Scriptures," they say,
" has come down to us in

manuscripts which are of no very great antiquity,

and which all belong to the same family or recen-

sion. That other recensions were at one time in

existence is probable from the variations in the

Ancient Versions, the oldest of which, namely
the Greek or Septuagint, was made, at least in

part, some two centuries before the Christian era."

This assertion of the Revisers is exceedingly

important, inasmuch as an unreasonable prejudice

against such an assumption has hitherto prevailed.

There has been a great reluctance, on the part of

Christian scholars in the past, to acknowledge that

the Septuagint translators could have used a Hebrew
text different from that which the Massorites em-

ployed. The proofs, though, are so overwhelming
that the conclusion is inevitable. That there were

certainly two recensions of the book of Jeremiah,

at the time of its translation into Greek, when all

the facts are considered, and when all the evidence

is weighed, cannot be reasonably doubted. That

this was possibly the case respecting many, if not

all, of the other books of the Old Testament may
be just as reasonably believed. The ancient cir-

cumstances of the Jewish people and the early
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condition of their sacred writings render the sup-

position not simply possible but probable.

During the present investigation, the thought
has often been suggested that, instead of two, there

may have once been several recensions of certain

books, at least. Just how many it is useless to

conjecture. There appear to have been Scripture
rolls for public services, for official purposes, and

for private use. Different distinguished individuals,

as well as families, may have possessed a copy.
The probability of this suggestion, which partially

explains how variations might gradually and

naturally arise, is strengthened by the statement

of a recent writer in an able article on the Revised

Version of the Old Testament. Speaking of the

ancient documents and rolls, of which the existing
Hebrew manuscripts present a later revision of the

sacred text, which has restored to it the greater

purity in which it now appears in contrast to the

versions, he asserts,
" We are expressly informed

that there were standard copies kept in the Temple,

perhaps also in some synagogues. This would not

exclude, rather it seems to imply, the existence of

diverging readings in manuscripts belonging to

families or individuals."
l

In considering the nature of the Septuagint, the

purpose has been, so far as possible, to let the

translation tell its own story. An unprejudiced
examination of the Greek text shows the ground-
lessness of the charge of arbitrariness generally

1
Edinburgh Review, October, 1885, p. 460.
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brought against the Alexandrian translators, and

the inadequacy of the opinion popularly entertained

respecting the character of their work. That they
sometimes made mistakes, considering the circum-

stances of their time, was natural. With all their

practised skill, the Massorites have also made
mistakes. That they sometimes translated con-

jecturally, considering the condition of their

manuscript, was inevitable. Eather than change
the sacred text, modern translators have also done

the same. In rendering obscurely written parch-
ment rolls no other course could be pursued. The

very mistakes and imperfections of the version,

most of which can be with almost scientific

certainty explained, attest the genuine integrity

of the Greek translators and the exceeding con-

scientiousness with which their arduous labours

were performed.

When indicating the importance of the Septuagint,

no undue excellence has been intentionally claimed

for it. If a preference for its general textual

arrangement has been emphatically expressed, this

has been because it really appears to possess the

preference in this respect. Only a few of its more

striking features of superiority have been pointed
out. Beautiful illustrations of superior reading

might have, been many times increased, but space

forbade the multiplying of examples. A sufficient

number has been given, though, to indicate that

the critical value of the version can scarcely be too

highly estimated. An impartial consideration of
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its character proves that for the emendation of

the Massoretic text, an entire reconstruction of

which the English Eevisers have suggested but

have not attempted, the Septuagint translation

claims the foremost place as the chief corrective

instrument in the textual criticism of this prophetic
book.

The absence of a critical edition of the Septuagint
has been urged as an excuse for not attempting by
its help to reconstruct the present Hebrew text.

Some scholars, believing that the Greek text is in

a very different state from that in which it left the

hands of the Alexandrian translators, propose to

postpone the use of it altogether as a critical aid

till after it has been restored, so far as possible, to

its original form. Just how much reason there

may be for holding that the Septuagint has suffered

seriously by transmission is a question that must

be left for settlement to those who have the time

and opportunity to investigate it. It is evident,

of course, that before the full value of the version

can be clearly evinced, the Greek text itself must

first be thoroughly investigated. Only when this

has been accomplished can perfectly satisfactory

work with it be performed. Sometimes one of the

other manuscripts, it has been noticed in the process

of retranslation, presents a more probable reading
than that presented by the Vatican manuscript
used by Tischendorf. But, notwithstanding the

uncritical condition of the Septuagint, this investi-

gation shows that even in its present state it



XXXV111 PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS.

furnishes valuable textual materials, and reveals

important critical results.

Inasmuch as this book has existed in a twofold

form for upwards of two thousand years, at least,

and inasmuch as its ancient form has been con-

siderably modified, it is now impossible to ascertain

with certainty the exact shape which it may have

received either from the prophet Jeremiah or from

his secretary, Baruch. That is, its absolutely

original form can never be discovered, because of

the manifold textual changes that were made in it

during the centuries that intervened between the

period of its composition and the time of its

establishment by the Massorites. In so far, how-

ever, as the present Greek text can be relied upon,
as representing a trustworthy text of the date of

its translation, it brings us many centuries nearer

to the materials with which to work in reconstruct-

ing the sacred text. In endeavouring to recover

the original of the version by the method of re-

translation, the relation between the Greek and

Hebrew will be made more manifest, and the

relative age and purity of each' text will become

more clear.

The ancient Hebrew or Aramaic manuscript from

which the Septuagint was translated belonged to

the third century before Christ, whereas the oldest

Hebrew manuscript of which the age is definitely

known belongs to the tenth century after Christ.

If, therefore, the original of the Greek text was a

good one, as it most probably was, and, if the work
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of translation was well done, as it most certainly

seems to have been, then, so far as the original text

of the Septuagint can be regained, we have a text

of Jeremiah in a recension four or five hundred

years older than the text attested and established

by the Massorites, and twelve or thirteen hundred

years older than the earliest Hebrew manuscript at

present in existence. The original of the Septuagint

unquestionably represented much more nearly the

original form of the book than the existing Hebrew

represents it. For this reason, its careful reproduc-

tion, so far as practicable, becomes a matter of the

utmost possible importance.

Up to the present time, the Massoretic text has

generally been taken by modern translators as the

groundwork of Old Testament criticism, because it

has been commonly supposed to furnish the best

attested text of the Jewish Scriptures. In some

respects, it is undoubtedly entitled to special con-

sideration ; but it possesses no such exceptional
claim to authority as to entitle it to infallibility.

On the contrary, it is now known and acknowledged
to be fallible and imperfect in many places and in

many ways. Since the publication of the Eevised

Version especially, the question of its absolute

trustworthiness has come into prominence as never

before. The judgment, though, of Christian

scholars differs greatly as to how far the supremacy
should be given to it. While the English Revisers

have made the Massoretic text the basis of their

work, they have frequently departed from it, having
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quite often, in an instance of extreme difficulty,

adopted a reading on the authority of the ancient

versions, which is always inserted in the margin,
but never incorporated with the text. The Ameri-

can Revisers, on the other hand, have refused even

this reference to secondary sources, as they regard
the versions, and have suggested the omission from

the margin of all renderings from the Septuagint
and other textual authorities.

Although the Hebrew has ever been the received

text in the Protestant Church, yet a portion of

Christendom has always adhered to the authority
of the Greek

; and,
"
for a long period, the Septua-

gint was the Old Testament of the far larger part
of the Christian Church." 1 Hence both its age and

history entitle it to the profoundest consideration.

The opinion, there is a reason to believe, is gradu-

ally gaining ground that hitherto enough importance
has not generally been attached to this ancient

version, and that due attention has not generally
been given to its testimony. Whatever may be

shown to be its value in reference to the other

books, its value for the textual criticism of this

book is inestimable. Its critical significance for

the text of Jeremiah points to the conclusion, not

only that it should be constantly consulted, but

also that it should be carefully compared, in

investigating the text of every Old Testament

writing. In comparing the Hebrew with the

Greek throughout each book certain inquiries
1 Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, vol. iii., p. 1204.
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should be made. Firstly, do the two texts agree ?

Secondly, if they disagree, were their originals

similar or different '"? Thirdly, if similar, by what

principle can the variations be explained ? Fourthly,

if different, which text exhibits the more primitive

or more probable rendering ? The answers to these

questions, it is thought, can be most easily obtained

by turning the Greek back into Hebrew again.

Because, as has been mentioned, the present

Massoretic text rests upon documents of no very

great antiquity, documents which are supposed to

represent a single prototype of the time of the

Emperor Hadrian, several distinguished scholars,

like Lagarde and his disciples, find in the Alex-

andrian version the leading or controlling factor

for the restoration of the Old Testament text to

its original purity. The textual supremacy of the

Septuagint is vigorously maintained and, perhaps,

justly claimed by this school of critics, on the

ground of the significantly greater age of its

Hebrew or Aramaic original. Thus far, this prin-

ciple of giving the precedence to the Septuagint has

only been partially applied by Wellhausen to the

books of Samuel, and thoroughly applied by Cornill

to the book of Ezekiel, the latter scholar having,

by this method, entirely and even radically recon-

structed the Ezekiel text. If the Greek translation

of Jeremiah really bears the relation which it seems

to bear to the original form of this book, then it

should not simply be consulted in correcting and

emending the present Hebrew, but, when its text
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has been restored, it should itself be made tlie

basis of reconstruction.

Thus a critical and impartial consideration of the

character and condition of the Massoretic text of

Jeremiah, and also of the nature and importance of

the Septuagint translation of it, will prove con-

clusively, it is believed, that the popular notions

that prevail respecting each text are entirely

incorrect. In the past, too much dependence has

been placed upon Massoretic teaching and tradition.

The more carefully the true relation between the

Greek and Hebrew is investigated, the more clearly

it will appear that most of the traditional views of

this, as well as of every other, book of Jewish Scrip-

ture have been the outcome both of prejudice and

of prepossession. Whether they have been more

largely due to the one than to the other cause, or

whether they have been equally due to each, it is

useless to discuss, because it is impossible to deter-

mine. At all events, they have resulted from an

exercise of criticism which only a predilection for a

preconceived opinion could produce.
Earnest Christian scholars are' now labouring to

find a better text of the Old Testament. In their

inquiries and discussions, the central and essential

question is the comparative worth or excellence of

the Greek and Hebrew texts. On whichever side

the final verdict may fall, after the fullest and

deepest researches have been made, the proved
results of Biblical criticism must neither be dis-

carded nor discredited. Both on philological and
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tlieological grounds, Biblical science requires a

prudent application to all the books of Scripture of

the most improved as well as of the most approved
methods of textual criticism. A perfect text of

the Old Testament is unattainable at present, and

may not be attainable in future
; but a more

perfect one than we now possess may easily be

attained. Towards its attainment the interests of

truth demand the employment of every aid available

and the use of every means accessible.
"
For," as

'

Canon Cheyne says, "the true spiritual meaning
of the Scriptures can only be reached through the

door of the letter
;
and the nearer we approach to a

correct reading of the text, the more vivid will be

our apprehension of the sacred truths which it

conveys."
1

It is not now denied, and it should no longer be

concealed, that the received text of the Old Testa-

ment is both faulty and defective. , There is no

use of saying respecting it,
"
Peace, peace ; when

there is no peace." It is worse than useless to

make claims for Scripture, or for Scripture text,

that cannot be maintained. What is needed is a

sober knowledge of the true state of the case. By
all efforts, we should seek to ascertain the facts

;

and, at all hazards, we should strive to let the facts

be known. The truth must be sought at any cost,

and it must not be sold at any price. The truth,

moreover, has nothing to fear, but everything to

hope, from critical investigation. "We can do
1

The, Prophecies of Isaiah, vol. ii., third edition, p. 240.
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nothing," Paul declares,
"
against the truth, but

for the truth." Reverent textual criticism, how-

ever keen or searching, can only lead to the adop-
tion of sounder principles, and to the employment
of correcter methods, in the discovery and eluci-

dation of the truth. Every judicious Christian

teacher, therefore, should proclaim, as the venerable

Delitzsch, in the Introduction to his new and

valuable commentary on the book of Genesis, with

weighty words of golden worth, significantly pro-

claims,
" God is the God of truth

;
love of truth,

yielding to the constraint of truth, giving up the

traditional views, which cannot stand the test of

truth, is a sacred duty, a part of the fear of God.'



THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

CHAPTEE I.

THE RELATION OF THE VEESION,

THE relation of the Septuagint translation of the

Old Testament to the ^present Hebrew text is an

interesting subject of investigation which has been

too little regarded in the past. For this reason,

the true value of the Alexandrian version for

purposes of text-criticism has been either greatly

underestimated or largely overlooked. Although,

of late years, considerable discussion amongst

distinguished scholars has taken place upon the

nature and significance of this ancient textual

authority, the question is only just beginning to

receive that measure of attention which its import-

ance properly deserves. Very divergent views

have been advanced, and very opposite opinions

still prevail, respecting its real critical worth for

the interpretation and correction of the so-called

Massoretic text of the Old Testament.
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In general, the Greek and Hebrew renderings of

the Jewish Scriptures pretty closely correspond.

There are, however, notable exceptions to this rule.

The Books of Jeremiah, Proverbs, Job, Esther, and

Daniel exhibit remarkable irregularities. In the

first-named book especially, the dissimilarity of the

readings is prodigious. A casual comparison of the

texts in question discovers singular discrepancies,

such as changes in the position of the chapters, in

the order of the prophecies, and in the arrange-

ment of the general contents of the book. A closer

investigation reveals divergences of a much more

serious sort, such as modifications of statements and

expressions, and transpositions of words and verses.

A minute examination discloses the absence from

the Greek of an enormous amount of matter belong-

ing to the Hebrew, the presence in the former of

very many words and phrases wanting in the latter,

and the existence in both Greek and Hebrew of a

great variety of minor differences of more or less

significance. So numerous altogether are the varia-

tions, and so startling in many places is their

character, that it has sometimes been a question in

the minds of earnest critics which of these texts is

the more authoritative, or which one ought to be

adopted in translating this ancient book of pro-

phecy into a modern tongue.

From authentic sources, these divergences are
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proved to have existed at a very early date.

Eeference was made to them by Origen and

Jerome, each of whom commented on the character

of the Alexandrian version in his day. The

former, after referring to the numerous variations

in the Book of Job, describes the relation of the

Greek and Hebrew to each other in the present

book as follows :

"We have observed many such

things also in Jeremiah, in which we found much

transposition and alteration of the reading in the

prophecies."
1 The latter, in discussing the differ-

ences between the two texts, scarcely more than

mentions the general character of the deviations in

the Greek. Neither of these early Christian Fathers

attempted seriously to explain them, although the

latter was disposed to attribute them chiefly to the

carelessness of copyists.

Not simply are the divergences thus proved to

be very old, but their extreme age indicates that

most of them quite probably belonged to the

Septuagint translation at the time that it was

made. Hence many Hebrew scholars have con-

cluded that the Greek translators used a much

conciser copy of this book than that now repre-

sented by the Massoretic text. As Jeremiah spent

roictvrtt v T

xctl \vt)\ha,y'ip> T??J "hiatus Tan

Epistola, ad Africanum, tonrns xvii., p. 25
; Lommatzsch edition
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the evening of his life in Northern Egypt, and as

he may have ended there, as well his prophecies as

his career, it has been naturally suggested that an

earlier and a more authentic edition of the prophet's

writings was in use amongst the Jews of Alexandria

than amongst the Jews of Palestine and Babylonia.

The likelihood of this suggestion, which does not

appear to be unreasonable, has been much disputed,

and the subject still remains a matter of debate.

In this investigation, the question will be carefully

considered in the clear light of the only hypothesis

that consistently accounts for all the variations in

this prophetic book.

In modern times three general opinions have

prevailed respecting the comparative excellence of

the Greek and the Hebrew text of this particular

book. Some scholars have thought the former

quite superior to the latter; others, while giving

precedence to the latter, have placed both texts, in

general, upon pretty nearly the same level ; others

again have thought the latter not merely prefer-

able to the former, but alone authoritative in

presenting Jeremiah's words. Of those who have

claimed superiority for the Greek, the principal are

J. D. Michaelis, Movers and de Wette, Hitzig,

Bleek and Scholz. Of those who have regarded the

Hebrew as exhibiting, on the whole, the better

readings, but the Greek, in spite of many supposed
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errors of translation, as approaching much more

nearly that which one might reasonably expect the

original Hebrew to have been, Ewald, Schrader,

and Kuenen are the most -distinguished. Of those

who have considered the Hebrew incomparably

superior to the Greek, the most prominent are

Eichhorn, Kosenmiiller and Spohn, Kueper, Haver-

nick and Wiehelhaus, Nagelsbach and Hengsten-

berg, Keil, Graf and Orelli. These are particularly

decided in pronouncing for the integrity of the

Massoretic text. They one and all attribute only

inferiority and uncertainty to the Septuagint trans-

lation. Indeed, the most interpreters in Europe
and America, especially since the labours of Graf,

have looked upon the Alexandrian version as

totally untrustworthy, and as critically valueless.

Not only do modern opinions greatly differ as to

the respective values of the texts in question, but

also they widely differ as to the true origin of

the manifold divergences between them. Several

reasons for the variations have been assigned.

They have been ascribed to carelessness, to ignor-

ance, to haste, to design, and to different text-

recensions. Some of these theories are the outcome

of an almost superstitious veneration for the

Massoretic text. They have arisen from a powerful

and prevalent persuasion that the Hebrew text

alone represented the ancient and original form of
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the book, and that no other version or recension

could, by any possibility, be correct. Without

such a prejudice or prepossession, it is practically

inconceivable either why or how the first four

theories should have ever been suggested. Hitherto

almost any explanation of the variations has

been commonly considered more credible than the

supposition that the Hebrew was not absolutely

worthy of implicit confidence. In this connection

these hypotheses require to be more fully stated.

Each one of them does not call for an extended

treatment, but each one claims, at least, a brief

discussion and consideration.

The first hypothesis was proposed about the

beginning of the fifth century of our era, by

Jerome, and was adopted in the present century by
Grabe. These have both attributed the variations

to the carelessness of copyists. Divergences were,

doubtless, sometimes due to such a cause; but

errors by transcribers have not been restricted to

the Septuagint. They belong as truly and, perhaps,

as frequently to the Hebrew as to the Greek.

Guilty, though, as copyists often are in this respect,

it is impossible to account for many, much less

for most, of the discrepancies on this hypothesis.

Though some words had been overlooked, or

added to the text, or even wrongly copied, by
a transcriber, such mistakes, at least the great
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majority of them, must have been discovered and

corrected on revision. In such, a standard copy of

the Jewish Scriptures as the Septuagint was for

many centuries, as it is, indeed, and always has

been, in the Eastern Catholic Church, it is incredible

that a prodigious number of transcriber's errors

(the divergences amount to many thousand in this

book alone) should have escaped detection and

correction. >

The second hypothesis has been adopted at

different times by a few interpreters, who have

held that very many of the variations were due

to want of understanding on the part of the

translator. Even Hitzig, Graf, and Umbreit have

endeavoured to account for a considerable number

of so-called abridgments and omissions by ascrib-

ing them to ignorance. This hypothesis is both

unworthy and inadequate. It neither comports
with the probabilities nor explains the great

majority of the divergences. The translator must

have had the fullest qualifications for his arduous

undertaking. Without the necessary scholarship

he would surely not have been selected for his

sacred and important task. From the nature of

his office and the character of his work, he must

have been considered altogether competent by
those responsible for his dignified appointment.

A devout and cultured Jew, living at the height
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of Alexandrian learning, trained in all the wisdom

of the schools of that distinguished age, he, doubt-

less, was an efficient scholar, both in Hebrew and

in Greek. Of his competency his translation,

where his Hebrew text was not corrupt, or in
'

some respect imperfect, affords the clearest and

the most convincing proof, as will later on be

fully shown, it is believed.

The third hypothesis has been suggested by
Dean E. Payne Smith.

1 He supposes that the

discrepancy between the texts was chiefly due to

haste in the transcription of the Hebrew original

of the Septuagint. During the period of his

captivity in Egypt, either before or after Jeremiah's

death, the prophet's secretary, Baruch, it is thought,

may have employed a number of persons to pre-

pare, as speedily as possible, perhaps on separate

parchment rolls, a copy of this book of prophecy,

which he desired to take back with him into Pales-

tine. Were it only probable, a number of omis-

sions might be easily explained on this hypothesis.

It does not appear, however, to possess the slightest

probability. As many of Jeremiah's prophecies had

been delivered before the prophet left his native

land, and had been for some time in his secretary's

possession, Baruch had no need to have a special

copy of them made. Moreover, apart from a large
1

Speaker's Commentary, vol. v., pp. 324, 325.
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proportion of the omissions for which it absolutely

fails to account, the hypothesis altogether over-

looks the numerous additions to the Septuagint,

as well as the other kinds of deviation which

continually occur throughout the book. This con-

jecture, therefore, must be looked upon as worth-

less, so far as furnishing a solution of the problem

is concerned.

The fourth hypothesis has been maintained by

Kueper and Havernick, Spohn and Nagelsbach,

Wichelhaus, Keil and Graf. These scholars, to-

gether with the great majority of recent expositors,

ascribe the variations almost entirely to design.

By them the Alexandrian version is considered a

corrupt translation of the present Hebrew text.
'

According to their hypothesis, the differences of

rendering arose, partly from the arbitrariness and

fickleness of the translator, and partly from the

caprice and negligence of the transcribers, especially

the later copyists. An unprejudiced consideration

of the phenomena presented by a careful investiga-

tion of the two texts shows this hypothesis to be

untrue. The variations are of such extent and

character that they cannot have proceeded from

either of the causes indicated, or from both of them

combined. The very nature of the Septuagint

itself disproves the theory. The Greek translation

of this book in general, and of large portions of it
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in particular, reproduces the Hebrew text, where

there is reason to believe that the original of each

text was formerly the same, with such literalness

and fidelity, that it is utterly incredible that a

translator or transcriber should have made such

arbitrary and prodigious changes, as more or less

abound in nearly every section of the work. It

is only reasonable to assume that the Alexandrian

version must have essentially agreed with the

ancient Hebrew manuscript from which it was

translated.

The fifth hypothesis was jirst proposed by
Eichhorn. He suggested that the translator of

the Septuagint used a Hebrew text which differed,

as the variations indicate, from' the traditional

Massoretic text. He also believed that Jeremiah

himself authorized various versions of his prophecies

during his own lifetime. As 'the book is extant in

a twofold form, both in respect to matter and

arrangement, the hypothesis of different text-

recensions, two at least, has been adopted and

defended by Bertholdt, Michaelis, Movers, and

Bleek. A Palestinean recension is supposed to

have formed the original of the present Hebrew

text, and an Alexandrian recension the original of

the Septuagint translation. These two recensions,

it is thought, must have been in circulation, the

one in Asia, the other in Egypt, from some remote
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but unknown period in the past. Whether, from

the time this book became incorporated with the

other prophetic books by Ezra or Nehemiah, it

always had in Palestine and Babylonia the form in

which it now appears in Hebrew, as Movers and

Bleek believe, is questionable, but that the original

manuscript from which the Septuagint was trans-

lated was not the same as the existing Hebrew

text is unquestionable. The truth of this assertion

can be fully demonstrated.

The general character of the variations has often

been discussed by modern scholars, their ap-

proximate number indicated, and their distinctive

features more or less completely pointed out.

They have received, perhaps, the fullest treatment

from the pen of Dr. Anton Scholz.
1 He has given

a tolerably complete and systematic classification of

their more important kinds. A full and sufficient

explanation of them, though, has never yet been

given. The problem, notwithstanding, must cer-

tainly admit of a solution. There must have been

a worthy cause for such remarkable divergences.

They are too numerous to haye been accidental, too-

significant to have been intentional. Although thus

far no satisfactory account of them has been put

forth, the need of a new and thorough investigation

1 Der masoretische Text mid die LXX- Uebersetmng des Buches

Jeremias, Kegensburg, 1875. :
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of them has often been expressed, and has much

more frequently been felt. In view of the im-

portance of the problem, it appears a little sin-

gular that some of those who have maintained the

existence of a twofold text-recension have not

endeavoured to present a complete and scientific

proof of their hypothesis. Even the conservative

critic, Keil, significantly says,
" None of the

advocates of a special text-recension, which lay

at the basis of the Alexandrian version, has given

himself the trouble more accurately to investigate

the nature of the translation."
*

A fresh and full discussion is thus considered

desirable, as well by some of those who commonly

depreciate the value of the Septuagint, as by
all of those who look upon it as a most im-

portant textual authority. The question of the

variations is too momentous to remain un-

answered, at least, to rest without an earnest

effort being made to answer it. Its solution must

affect the true interpretation of many portions of

this old prophetic book. A minute examination

is, moreover, necessary, in order, if possible, to

determine which of these two ancient authorities

1 " Keiner von den Verteidigern der Hypothese einer der alexan-

drinischen Uebersetzung zu Grunde liegenden 'besondern Text-

recension, hat sich der Miihe unterzogen, die Besohaffenheit dieser

Uebersetzung genauer zu xmtersuchen." BMischer Commentar iiber

den Propheten Jeremia,, etc., p. 24.
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is the more correct, or which more nearly represents

the original form of the book as it existed in the

prophet's day. Only by close and careful investi-

gation can the comparative excellence of each text

be estimated. The inquiry has a further import-

ance still. It concerns the critical relation of the

Greek and Hebrew texts for all the ancient Jewish

Scriptures. As Scholz has well observed,
" The

solution of the question is not alone important for

the Book of Jeremiah, but decisive for the criticism

of the entire Old Testament. Should the decision

fall in favour of the Septuagint, then the opinion

of the almost absolute trustworthiness of the

Hebrew text must be not immaterially modified."
1

After discussing briefly the chief features of the

Septuagint translation of Jeremiah, in the Intro-

duction to his critical commentary on this book, Graf

emphatically asserts,
" With the innumerable evi

dences of the arbitrariness and capriciousness of the

Alexandrian translator, it is quite impossible to give

his work for one can scarcely call it a translation

any critical authority, or infer from it a different

form of his Hebrew text from that which has been

1 " Die Lb'sung der Frage 1st nicht allein fur das Buch Jeremias

von "Wichtigkeit, sondern entscheidend filr die Beurtheilung des

ganzen alien. Testamentes. Fa'llt na'mlich die Entscheidung zu

Gunsten der LXX., so muss die Ansicht von der fast ahsoluten

Zuverlassigkeit des hetraischen Textes' nicht unwesentlich modifizirt

werden." Der masoret. Text uhd die LXX- Uebersetmng, etc., pp. 4, 5.
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handed down to us."
1

This judgment is unjust,

and can be proved to be untrue. The Alexandrian

version cannot, indeed, be properly called a trans-

lation of the present Hebrew text. In, this sense,

and in this sense only, Grafs statement is unques-

tionably true. There must have been a special

text from which the version has been made. On

no other hypothesis can the divergences, between

the Greek and Hebrew be explained. That the

Septuagint does not reproduce the Hebrew text as

known to us is very obvious ; that it does represent

another and a very different text is quite demon-

strable. The peculiar arrangement of many portions

of the book, especially of
.
the prophetic parts,

furnishes a probable indication that it once existed

in another form from that in which we have it in

our Hebrew Bibles ; but the nature, as well as the

number, of the variations furnishes conclusive

evidence that such a supposition is correct.

Before proceeding to adduce the arguments for

the existence of a special text -
recension, which

formed the original of the Alexandrian version of

Jeremiah, it may be advisable to present in brief

1 "Bei den unzahligen Beweisen der Eigenmachtigkeit und
WilltUrliolikeit des alexandrinischen Uebersetzers 1st es gaiiz un-

mb'glich seiner Bearbeitung denn Uebersetzung kann man es

kaum nennen irgend eine kritische Auctoritat zuzuerkennen und
daraus auf eine von der uns iiberlieferten verschiedene Gestalt

seines hebraischen Textes zu schliessen." Der Prophet Jeremia,

Einleitung, p. Ivi.
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an outline of the plan proposed for the proving

of this hypothesis. Either the omissions from the

Greek, which amount to a few thousand words, or

the additions to the Greek, which number several

hundred words, are sufficiently significant of them-

selves for such a purpose ; but these two classes of

variation together, render the evidence cumulative.

A great variety of minor differences also gives the

combined arguments additional strength. Each

line of proof will be developed by itself. After-

wards the sum-total of the evidence will be taken

as establishing the hypothesis beyond a doubt.

The chief divergent features between the two

texts may be grouped conveniently in five general

classes, namely, (1) Omissions of letters, words,

phrases, verses, and paragraphs ; (2) Additions of

letters, words, phrases, and sentences ; (3) Trans-

positions of letters, words, verses, and chapters ;

(4) Alterations of mood, tense, gender, person,

number, and case
; (5) Substitutions of parts of

speech, rhetorical expressions, syntactical forms,

proper names, etc. This order will be followed

throughout the investigation, and the evidence

afforded by each class of variation will be indi-

cated in its proper place.

It should be noted here that these five terms

have been adopted simply for convenience' sake,

some of them having always been employed by



16 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

critics in discussing the character of the Septuagint

translation of this particular book. Certain varia-

tipns have so long been characterized as Omissions,

and certain others as Additions, by those who have

attributed all the divergences between the Greek

and Hebrew texts exclusively, to design that it is

expedient to retain these terms, but only with a

meaning modified to suit the present hypothesis of

a special text-recension. In this discussion, the

variations are not in any sense, or, indeed, in an}'

instance, regarded as intentional. They are re-

garded simply as textual characteristics, or as

recensional peculiarities. This theory assumes that

the translator, in -every case, endeavoured to

reproduce the text before him, as literally and as

faithfully as the genius of his language would

justly allow.

With this view of the translation, the hypothesis

implies that these words must be understood as

being used only in an accommodated sense. Taking

the Massoretic text as the
'

accepted standard, and

making it the basis of the investigation, by
Omissions are meant forms and expressions in the

Hebrew that are wanting in the Greek; by
. Additions are meant forms and expressions in the

Greek that are wanting in the Hebrew ; by Trans-

positions, Alterations and Substitutions are meant

peculiarities of reading which these terms naturally
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express, but peculiarities that belonged in general

to the individual manuscript that formed the

original of the Alexandrian version. An occasional
^j

instance of each class of variation may have arisen

from oversight, on the part of the translator or

transcriber, but not properly from intention. A
variation, moreover, may have been due sometimes

to accident, but never to design. With this ex-

planation of the sense in which these terms are

used in this investigation, it will be in order now

to exhibit the proof, furnished by each species of

divergence, of a special text-recension from which

the Septuagint translation has been made.

B



CHAPTER II.

THE VARIATIONS OMISSIONS.

BECAUSE of their number and significance, the

Omissions claim consideration first. In pointing

out and dealing with their several species, an

endeavour will be made to give a /reasonable

explanation of each kind, and also to show the

folly and unfairness of ascribing them to careless-

ness, to ignorance, to haste, or to design. The

inadequacy of the first three theories has already

been evinced. The fourth hypothesis, because of

its general acceptance by leading scholars, demands

a special examination. By way of testing it

thoroughly, it will be necessary to consider care-

fully the causes of omission which its chief

defenders have supposed are everywhere manifest

throughout this book.

It is assumed by Graf and others that the trans-

lator must have been responsible for the omissions,

because of the improbability of any later writer

having added such a quantity of matter to the

Massoretic text. This is a most remarkable
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.assumption. It is not fair to suppose either that

the omissions were made capriciously by the

translator, or that they were inserted arbitrarily

by a later hand. The alternative suggested is as

unnecessary as the method of reasoning is unjust.

It is simply begging the question to assume that

all such variations arose from one or other of these

two causes, or, indeed, from both of them put

together. Many of the omissions, 'as some of the

ablest critics have admitted, appear to have been

due directly to interpolation at a date subsequent

to the time of the Septuagint, although, doubtless,

some of them may have existed in the Palestinean

recension long before the work of translation was

commenced.

Granting with Graf that it is improbable that

,a later writer should have added the omissions, it

is still more improbable that the translator should

have left them out. This supposition practically

implies on his part personal dishonesty dishonesty,

too, of a very serious sort, inasmuch as he has

nowhere given an intimation of any such design.

Such a charge has never been substantiated against

the translator of any ancient classic work. The

Septuagint translators were appointed to prepare

for general circulation a Greek version of the

Hebrew Bible, and the Scriptures must have

seemed to them as holy as they seemed to any
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other learned Jews. That any one of these men

should have capriciously abridged his text appears

to one unprejudiced incredible and inconceivable.

The sacred character of his text, and the solemn

nature of his task, alike forbid the supposition that

many, much less most, of the omissions were due

to arbitrary purpose on his part. He must have

been an honest man, who did his duty con-

scientiously and- in good faith.

The unreasonableness of the alternatives assumed

by Graf appears so evident as scarcely to require to

be more fully pointed out. As, however, he re-

peatedly refers to them, it seems important, in this

connection, to quote Bleek's observations in regard

to them. His judgment is deliberate and just.

After speaking of the extreme literalness and

fidelity of extensive portions of the Septuagint,

translation of this book, he says,
"
It is, therefore,

altogether improbable that the translator elsewhere,

and in so many places, should have allowed himself

such arbitrary alterations, and especially omissions,

as must have been the case, if all the changes which

his text furnishes against the Hebrew-Massoretic

text had proceeded from him. Even so little is it

at all probable that these changes in general should

be placed to the account of later transcribers of the

Septuagint. For there would occur in the manu-

scripts of the Septuagint even greater deviations
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from the Hebrew text, and, in part, greater coin-

cidences with it, than is the case, or than already

was the case at the time of Origen."
l

Notwithstanding the evident unreasonableness of

Grafs hypothesis, he alleges further, not only that

the translator deliberately omitted difficult and, to

him, unknown and unnecessary expressions, but

also that he, in his constant striving after brevity,

systematically abridged his text. This system of

abridgment, Graf believes, is very manifest. He

professes to discover traces of it throughout the

entire book. Believing that the translator started

out with the intention of being concise, Graf

accuses him of having utterly disregarded the

prophet's style, and of having left out terms at

pleasure whenever he failed to understand, or

happened to mistranslate, a word or phrase. Un-

righteous as this accusation seems, even Hitzig,

who is often favourable in his judgments of the

1 "Es ist sclion deshalb durchaus umvahrscheinlich, dass der oder

die Uebersetzer se!bst sich anderswo und an so vielen Stellen seiche

willkurliche Aenderungen und besonders Auslassungen sollten

rlaubt haben, als der Fall miisste gewesen sein, wenn von ilmen

alle die Aenderungen herruhrten, welche ihr Text gegen den

hebraisch - masoretMschen darbietet. Ebenso wenig ist irgend

wahrscheinlich, dass dieselben im Allgemeinen auf Eechnung

spaterer Abschreiber der Sept. kommen sollten. Denn da wiirden

in den Handschriften der Sept. selbst grossere Abweicliungen und

thethveise grb'sseres Zusammentreffen mit dem hebraischen Texte

stattfinden, als der "Fall ist und als schon zu Origenes Zeit der

Fall war." Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Fiinfte Auflage, pp.
321.
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Septuagint, admits a frequent tendency on the part

of the translator to curtail his text, and also to

omit important matter from a verse or passage, if

the remainder only seemed to furnish a tolerably

complete sense. The admission of the one critic is

as unworthy as the allegation of the other.

The constant and unimportant repetitions that

characterize the writings of Jeremiah have given a

certain measure of plausibility to this hypothesis,

because they are so much more numerous in the

Hebrew than in the Greek
;
but the theory is no

more reasonable or satisfactory on that account.

If the translator had a system of omission, he

certainly did not adhere to it, for he frequently

leaves in his text the very class of words he is

accused of systematically leaving out of it. Quite

often, too, this is the case, even when the equivalent

expression is wanting in the Massoretic text. Such

inconsistencies are incompatible with the supposi-

tion of a system. The omissions really indicate

neither system nor design. The charge of syste-

matic abridgment, moreover, implies stupidity, as

well as dishonesty, on the part of the translator,

and can be easily refuted. It is only reasonable

to believe that he endeavoured in every case to

give, so far as possible, an accurate rendering of

the original which he used.

As Graf is the ablest and most distinguished
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advocate of the theory of design, and as his defence

of it is both the fullest and the strongest that

exists, there appears to be a great propriety, as

well as a great advantage, in making his discussion

the basis, in a general sense of the term, of the

present investigation of the different kinds of varia-

tion. If the falsity of his view can be demon-

strated, then the truth of the hypothesis of a

special text-recension, which formed the Hebrew
"j

original of the Alexandrian version, must follow as

a necessary and inevitable conclusion.

It is not easy accurately to classify the great

variety of divergences which Graf discusses some-

what unmethodically in the Introduction to his

commentary, but at least nine species of omission

may be indicated as characterizing the system of

abridgment which he believes the Greek translator

adopted and observed. Each class requires a

special examination, and will be considered in the

order most convenient for discussion. An effort

will be made to answer Grafs objections respecting

each and every class.

1. The translator has omitted certain set phrases

and fixed forms, which are peculiar to Jeremiah,

and which are repeated with exceeding frequency

in the Massoretic text, because he considered

them unimportant and unnecessary. For instance,

for the constantly recurring formulae,
" Jehovah
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Sabaoth," and "Jehovah Sabaoth the God of

Israel," "Jehovah" only, as a rule, occurs in the

Septuagint, and the word "
Sabaoth," according to

Grafs estimate, is wanting fifty-six times. The

phrase, "thus says Jehovah," fails equally often

with this latter term, and the form, "declares

Jehovah," is omitted sixty-four times in the Greek.

The continual repetition of these formulse in the

Hebrew, though a remarkable peculiarity of the

prophet's style, is entirely unnecessary. In not a

single case where they are absent from the Greek

is their presence needed by the context. The sense

is always good, and the style is generally better,

without them. Sometimes one of them, perhaps,

would be appropriate where it is wanting in

the Septuagint, but such instances are very rare.

Hitzig, for example, thinks that "declares Jehovah,"

in chap. xxv. 7, improves the construction of the

sentence
;
but he cannot claim that the phrase is

really essential. Its presence or absence is chiefly,

if not entirely, a matter of taste. Scholz's explana-

tion of the constant recurrence of these words in

Hebrew is worth considering. He says, "Not

fewer than one hundred and seventy-seven times

is the phrase, N'um Adonai, repeated, and, indeed,

in numerous places where it can only have the

meaning that it is repeated, in order to insure that

the thing said is certainly true, because it is the
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word of God, somewhat as a preacher appeals to

Bible passages as to the word of God." *

Had it been the purpose of the translator

arbitrarily to abridge his text by omitting every

unimportant or unnecessary expression, he might
have much more frequently omitted such formulae.

He surely would have omitted them, too, in

harmony with some rule. Instead of this being

the case, these forms are found in many places

where, according to Graf, they should not appear,

if systematic omission had been the translator's

aim. This species of omission is further proved
to have been unintentional on his part by the

important fact, apparently overlooked by Graf,

that the Greek often has some one or other of

these forms where the Hebrew has them not.

Without noticing the numerous instances in which

a similar formula occurs in each text, it may be

sufficient here to give some illustrations of the

foregoing statement.

It should be mentioned, before pointing out the

passages, that they are not confined to any

particular part of the translation, but are widely
x "Nicht -weniger als hundertsiebenundsiebzigmal wird im ma-

sorethischen Texte die Phrase Ne'um Adunai wiederholt, und zwar
in zahlreichen Stellen, wo sie fast nur den Sinn haben kann
wiederholt zu versichern, dass das Gesagte gewiss wahr sei, weil

Gottes Wort, etwa wie ein Prediger sich auf Bibelstellen. als auf

Gottes Wort beruft." Der masoret. Text und die LXX-Uebersetmng,
etc., p. 101.
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scattered throughout the whole work. In chap,

ii. 2, "says Jehovah;" in chap. v. 1, "declares

Jehovah ;

"
in chap. xvi. 2,

"
says Jehovah the God

of Israel ;" in chap, xxxii. 28,
" the God of Israel ;"

in chap. xlix. 18, "Sabaoth ;" in chap. 1. 21, "de-

clares Jehovah," are present only in the Septuagint.

In chap, xxiii. 29,
"
declares Jehovah

"
occurs twice

in the Greek, but only once in the Hebrew
;
and

in chap, xxiii. 30, for "declares Jehovah" in the

Hebrew, "declares the Lord God" is given in

the Greek. In vers. 37, 38 of this latter chapter,

instead of
"
says Jehovah," the Septuagint has, in

each verse, "says Jehovah our God." In chap,

li. 62 the Greek also presents the two words

"Lord Jehovah" for the single word "Jehovah."

Even the phrase,
" thus says Jehovah," which

often serves to introduce a new or sudden turn

of thought, is not in this sense uniformly found

in either text. It, too, is wanting in Hebrew

once, at least, namely, chap. ii. 31, where it

appears in Greek.

2. The translator has omitted synonymous
words and pleonastic expressions, which seem to

have been used in Hebrew, either to strengthen

a clause or to intensify a thought, because he

considered all such terms superfluous. When
several terms of this kind came together he is

supposed to have regarded one or two of them,
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at most, as quite enough, and, for this reason,

to have purposely determined not to reproduce

them all in his translation.

This supposition might possess some plausibility,

at least, if such omissions could be regularly or

systematically traced, though even then it would

be most improbable. No regularity, however, can

be discovered. In the Hebrew text, for instance,

chap. i. 10, there are four verbs of destruction,

while in the Septuagint there are only three. In

each text the verbs of destruction are followed by
two verbs of restoration. If the variation had

been due to design, the translator would un-

doubtedly have omitted two words instead of one.

The parallelism then would have been perfect;

while, as the verse now stands, it is imperfect.

It should be observed, moreover, that the com-

bination here in Greek is identical with that in

Hebrew, chap, xviii. 7. In this latter place,

though, the Septuagint has only two of the fore-

going verbs. It should be noted further that in

chap. xxxi. 28, where five verbs of destruction

appear in Hebrew, only the first and the last

appear in Greek. Had these omissions been the

outcome of a system, such irregularities could not

have occurred.

Again, in Hebrew, chaps, vii. 4
;

xxii. 29, for

the sake of emphasis, it is supposed, there is a
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threefold occurrence of the phrase, "the temple

of Jehovah," in the first passage, and also of the

word "
earth

"
in the second passage ; while, in

Greek, there is but a twofold occurrence of the

corresponding term in each particular verse. For

the reason indicated, the increased emphasis, the

Hebrew is regarded as superior to the Greek.

As an analogy in favour of the former, "Holy,

holy, holy," Isa. vi. 3, has been cited. The cases,

though, are scarcely parallel, and the analogy

suggested is not by any means conclusive, either

for the Hebrew or against the Greek. There is

no good ground for holding that sufficient force

is not expressed in each of these two passages in

the Septuagint, nor is there any reason to 'believe

that the absent words were left out by design.

If desire for brevity had been the cause of these

divergences, no repetition needed to have been made

at all. A single use of each term would have been

enough.

Another example of a similar sort is found in

chap. xlvi. 20, where the verb "come" occurs

twice in the Hebrew and only once in the Greek.

But, in this latter verse, as Hitzig rightly holds,

the Septuagint gives a vastly better meaning than

that which the Hebrew gives; and the reading,

"comes upon her," which the Greek presents, is

not only the one supported by many ancient
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authorities, but also is the one acknowledged by
Graf to be the simpler of the two. The reading

of the Septuagint is evidently correct. Although

superfluous expressions are not so frequent in the

Greek as in the Hebrew, yet more or less un-

necessary words and phrases are sometimes found

in the former when they are wanting in the latter,

as, for example, "land," chap. i. 15; "from all

the countries," chap. iii. 18, etc. In every instance

of this species of divergence there must have been

a corresponding deviation in the ancient manu-

scripts. At all events the Greek translator, doubt-

less, reproduced the reading which he found before

him in his text.

3. The translator has omitted short sentences

and half-verses which are not necessary to the

meaning of a verse, but which are essential to the

parallelism of its members, because he regarded

them as redundant. In this way, by his constant

striving after brevity, he not only has impaired

the prophet's composition, but also has ignored a

prominent peculiarity of Hebrew style, especially

in poetry.

In this, as well as in the foregoing, species of

omission, Graf argues that the variations must

have arisen from the arbitrariness of the trans-

lator, because of the incredibility of any reviser or

any editor having supplemented them, when the
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style of Jeremiah was already too diffuse. Having,
in a previous section, shown the unfairness and

unreasonableness of this argument, it is sufficient

here to add that it is more conceivable that an

editor should have inserted harmless terms occa-

sionally for the sake of balancing a sentence, or

of perfecting a parallelism, than that the trans-

lator should have mutilated the prophet's style

by capriciously abridging his Hebrew text. It is

not necessary, however, to assume either of these

alternatives in order to explain the deviations,

except in certain passages which really bear traces

of revision, and which will be indicated in the

proper place. By whom or when revised, of

course, is quite unknown. The passages thus ex-

panded and interpolated appear in their revised

form in the Massoretic text.

In the majority of instances in Greek where

variations of this kind occur, the parallelism is not

at all disturbed, much less destroyed, by the

omission. Even in those cases where the Hebrew

parallelism is thought to be superior to the Greek,

the sense in Greek is almost invariably unimpaired

by the divergence. The form of chap. xii. 3 is

more pregnant and, it may be, more poetical in

Hebrew than in Greek, but it cannot be justly

claimed that the style of the Septuagint is imper-

fect, or that the text is incomplete. In some of
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Graf's examples, as, for instance, chaps, xx. 5 ;

xxi. 4
;
xxix. 12 ; xlvi. 14, not only is the parallel-

ism of the Septuagint unaffected by the various

divergences, but also the symmetry of the verse-

members is excellent in every case. Could it be

shown that the parallelism of the Greek was

frequently inferior to that of the Hebrew, it would

afford no proof of arbitrary omission on the part

of the translator. It would simply indicate the

character of the manuscript he used.

In many places, perhaps, it may be admitted

that the parallelism of the Hebrew is somewhat

better than that of the Septuagint, but this is far

from being universally, or even commonly, the

case. Quite frequently the two texts agree ; but,

when they disagree, the one is often practically

as symmetrical as the other. In a number of

important passages, though, the parallelism is

decidedlyj improved by the reading given in the

Greek. Examples of this kind are found in

chaps, ii. 20, 24; iv. 15, 19; v. 20; xviii. 7 ;

xxv. 9 ; xxxix. 17. So far as this species of

omission is concerned, unless it can be believed

that the translator sometimes changed a reading

with reference to the parallelism, and at other

times without reference to it, it must be naturally

assumed that he always tried to give a true trans-

lation of the text he had. This charge of over-
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looking a marked peculiarity of Hebrew style

cannot be sustained. In view of all the circum-

stances of the case, it seems surprising that it

should ever have been seriously made.

4. The translator has omitted minor explana-

tions and .detailed descriptions, where he could not

leave out entire verses, because he looked upon
them as irrelevant. By so doing, he has destroyed

the"rhythm of the sentences. Omissions of this

kind, it is maintained, abound throughout the

Septuagint, particularly in the narrative - portions

of the book.

This charge implies that the translator mutilated

his ancient text, 'because he had not a proper

acquaintance with one of the most conspicuous

features of the 'Hebrew language. Like the fore-

going charge, it really carries its own refutation

with it. Without being influenced by a powerful

prejudice, it is impossible for a moment to suppose

that the rhythm was either disregarded or over-

looked. A cultured Alexandrian scholar, who was

born and bred, perhaps, in Judaism, as well as

taught and trained in classic literature, cannot

have been deficient in linguistic feeling, or wanting

in literary appreciation of the peculiar genius of the

ancient Jewish tongue. The English and German

translators of the Old Testament did not overlook

such manifest peculiarities of style as the Hebrew
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idiom presents, some sixteen or seventeen centuries

later, /when, as critics all acknowledge, the gram-
matical niceties of the language were most imper-

fectly understood. "Want of rhythmical perception

or appreciation would not haveled the Septuagint

translator to mutilate his sacred text. The charge

implies the grossest ignorance, as well as the

greatest inconsistency and dishonesty.

Some of Grafs examples in support of his

assertion are exceedingly unfortunate, to say the

least. Chap. xxii. 30 has been selected as a

specimen of a mutilated sentence, but the missing

member,
" he shall not prosper in his days," is

not really required. The rhythm of the verse in

Greek is good, and the meaning given is complete.

Indeed, the sense in which the additional words in

Hebrew should be understood can only be deter-

mined by the latter portion, of the verse, which

is also differently rendered in each text. Chap,

xxv. 3 has been adduced as another illustration of

a dismembered verse, but the lacking clause,
"
the

word of Jehovah was to me," was not left out by

design. If the conjunction KOI, as Graf asserts,

shows that the absent words must have been

present in the original of the Septuagint, it does

not prove that the translator omitted them. They

may have been overlooked by a subsequent tran-

scriber. The translator surely would not leave out
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words essential to the construction of the verse in

Greek. He must, at least, have understood the

genius of his mother tongue.
'

In discussing this species of omission, Graf again

resorts to his favourite practice of maintaining that,

in one passage after another, the sentences and

clauses wanting must have been omitted by the

translator, because there was not the least occasion

for a later writer to insert them. The first sen-

tence of chap, xxiii. 10,
" For the land is full of

adulterers," was left out, he says, because of its

apparent inappropriateness. Its nature quite ex-

cludes the supposition of its subsequent insertion,

he believes. The words appear to be most inap-

propriate, it is true> but their absence is in favour

of the Septuagint, to the original of which they

certainly did not belong. Several of Grafs illustra-

tions argue nothing for or against either of the texts.

They simply indicate that the original of the one

was shorter than that of the other. The text of the

one is generally just as good as the text of the

other, though the Greek is much conciser in chaps,

xxxiv. 10, 11; xxxv. 8; xxxvi. 17, 32; xxxviii. 12;

xlii. 20, 21
; xliv. 29. In chap, xxxvi. 6 the sen-

tence,
" which thou hast written from .my mouth,

the words of Jehovah," is probably a gloss taken

from ver. 4, as Hitzig thinks ; and in chap,

xl. 4 the whole second half of the verse is
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possibly an interpolation, as Movers and Hitzig

both believe.

That the rhythm of the Hebrew is sometimes

superior to the rhythm of the Greek is, doubt-

less, true; but this fact furnishes no fair reason

to assert that the difference was due to the

caprice of the translator, or to his ignorance of

style. To be convinced of the injustice of this

allegation, it is only necessary to observe the

accuracy and fidelity with which he everywhere

has done his work, having reproduced the original

Hebrew with a literalness which extends, wherever

practicable, to the order of the words as they must

have stood in his ancient Hebrew manuscript.

Eespecting this class of variations also, it is more

reasonable to suppose that certain clauses, here and

there, were, at some time, inserted in the Massoretic

text by Jewish sticklers for style, who were too

regardful of the rhythm, than that they were omitted

from the Septuagint by the Greek translator, who,

according to Graf's theory, was quite regardless of

it. The latter both observed it and preserved it

with the utmost care. If the Greek text is less

rhythmical than the Hebrew, and to some extent,

perhaps, it is, he cannot be held responsible for the

deficiency. It is possible that an occasional word

or clause may have been overlooked in the trans-

lation or in the transcription, but this, as well as
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tie foregoing, species of omission can only be

explained by the hypothesis of a special text-

recension.

5. The translator has omitted proper names

and personal or official titles, which appear with

frequency, and with some degree of regularity, in

the historical parts particularly of the Massoretic

text, because he thought them entirely un-

necessary.

Wichelhaus attaches great importance to the

annexing of the father's name to the names of

persons, and indicates the rule by which, in

Hebrew, he supposes they occur. He says,
"

If,

therefore, in any passage, the name receives a

special stress, if, as it were, the whole personality

appears on the scene, the surnames are annexed

according to the same law, by which it is, at one

time, uttered with a lighter, at another time, ex-

pressed with a heavier, emphasis."
1

These titles,

though, are not nearly so important as he believes,

nor does their repetition in Hebrew seem to have

been governed by any regular rule. Although
Graf apparently adopts the extreme view of

Wichelhaus, he grants that these appended names

and titles are not essential to a right understanding
1 "

Quare si quo loco vis qusedam inest nomini, si tota quasi

persona in scenam prodit, apponuntnr cognomina eadem lege, qua
modo leviore pronuntiatur sono, modo altiore voce effertur." De
Jeremice Versione Alexandrina, pp. 70, 71.
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of the context, and that their presence or absence

is a matter of indifference,, so far as they concern

the subject-matter of the book.

Graf's assumption, that these admittedly unim-

portant appendages must have been intentionally

omitted by the translator, because it is incredible

that a later editor should have 'given himself the

superfluous trouble of introducing such a number

of unnecessary names and titles, had they not

stood originally in the Massoretic text, is again

gratuitous and unreasonable. While some of these

variations possibly indicate recensional divergences,

others of them very probably were made by a

ater hand. Hitzig admits this probability in

chap. xl. 9, in reference to "the son of Ahikam,

the son of Shaphan," which is in apposition to the

name of Gedaliah. At the first mention of Geclaliah

in the preceding chapter, ver. 14, and also in the

present chapter, ver. 5, as well in the Greek as in

the Hebrew, the full form of the name is given,

and its repetition here is entirely superfluous.

Whether many of these differences were due to

subsequent insertion or not, some of them very

likely were
;
and it is unreasonable to suppose that

they were the outcome of purpose or caprice on the

part of the translator.

Some of this species of omission appear to

indicate the primitive character of the Hebrew
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manuscript which formed the original of the

Septuagint translation. In ancient times such

formulae seem not to have been repeated with so

much frequency as they were in modern times.

The name "
Pashhur," in chap. xx. 6, which Graf

suggests could very well be spared after the

pronoun "thou," may not have stood in the

earliest Hebrew texts, and surely did not stand in

the original of the Greek. In chap. xl. and

following chapters, the addition to the Hebrew,

of
"
the son of Nethaniah" after the name of

Ishmae], of "the son of Kareah" after the name

of Johanan, and of "the son of Ahikam," or

"the son of Ahikam the son of Shaphan," after

the name of 'Gedaliah, is almost invariably un-

necessary, wherever it is wanting in the Septuagint.

Indeed, after an individual has once, in any given

paragraph or chapter, been definitely indicated or

described, the repetition of the full form of the

. name in that particular paragraph or chapter

becomes practically superfluous in every case. At

the beginning of an entirely new section, there is

an appropriateness in expressing a person's name

in full, with the surname attached. This is the

rule apparently adopted in the other Hebrew books >

as Movers very properly has observed. 1

1 "
Regula enim de cognoinimbtis vel titulis cum nominibus con-

iimctis lisec est, tit in oratione vulgar! historica nomen cum
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Tlie frequent recurrence, moreover, of the titles,

" the priest
"
and "

the prophet," which character-

izes the Massoretic text, is also a species of re-

dundancy. These titles are altogether unnecessary

wherever they are wanting in the Septuagint, and

their absence is in favour of the originality of the

version. In every instance, too, the meaning is

just as explicit in the Greek as in the Hebrew.

Although, as Graf has stated, the name " Nebu-

chadnezzar
"

is wanting twenty-three times in the

Septuagint, in no case is the omission necessary to

the sense. The context always makes clear who is

meant. Instead of being a defect, its absence is

a great improvement. For Jeremiah's time the

repetition of this name was entirely superfluous.

For a later time it may have seemed desirable to a

teacher or transcriber. For this reason, Movers

rightly regards these repetitions as later glosses.

After the death of Jeremiah, he supposes, when

Nebuchadnezzar had successors with whom he

might possibly be confused, his name was frequently

appended.

The charge of systematic omission is perfectly

disproved again by the important fact that some-

times such appendages do not appear in Hebrew

cognomine vel titulo tantum initio novas narrationis coniungi soleat,

narratione autem progrediente, nisi maior oration! vis concilianda

est, solum nomen admittatur." De utriusque recensionis vaticiniorum,

Jerem/ice, etc., p. 4
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where they do appear in Greek. This fact has

been observed by Scholz. He says,
" That it did

not lie in the purpose of the Alexandrian translator, .

or in his manuscript, to abridge such names or

surnames follows with evidence in abundance from

this, that the Septuagint itself in certain passages

has such appendages where they are wanting in the

Massoretic text."
x A few examples are sufficient

for the purpose ;
for instance,

" the son of

Hananiah," chap. xxxv. 4; "the son of Neriah,"

chap, xxxvi. 14. There are also other appositional

repetitions in Greek where there are none in

Hebrew, such as
"
king of Judah," chaps, xxi. 3

;

xxxvi. 2
;

"
king," chap, xxxvi. 9 ;

"
king of

Babylon," chap, xxxii. 1
;

and also
"
Jeremiah,"

chap, xxxvi. 18.

6. The translator has omitted sometimes one

and sometimes two from the group of words,

"sword and famine and pestilence," which quite

frequently occurs in Hebrew, because he did not

carefully regard the context in which these words

were found.

In chap, xxviii. 8, where two of them are want-

1 " Dass es nicht in cler Absicht des alexandrinischen Uebersetzers

nnd seiner Vorlage gelegen ist, solclie Namen ocler Beinamen

abztikiirzen, gent ztim Ueberflusse nodi darans mit Evidenz liervor,

dass LXX. selbst an einigen Stellen solclie Znsatze liaben, wo sie

ini masoretMschen Texte felilen." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX-

Uebersetzung, etc., p. 100.
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ing in the Septuagint, Graf thinks that the latter

text seems to be mutilated by the omission, because

this portion of the verse is disproportionate in

length to the preceding part ; but the single term

expressed in Greek is amply sufficient, both for the

sense and for the rhythm, if the meaning of the

passage be observed. The introductory word in

this place is not "sword" but "war;" and the

Greek is really superior to the Hebrew, since there

is a special contrast in vers. 8, 9 between war and

peace. Although the union of the three words

now under consideration is common in the Hebrew,

their combination is by no means uniform. They

vary both in respect to number, and also in respect

to order of combination, in different portions of

the book. A few illustrations of this variety of

number and order may be given.

In chaps, xiv. 12 ;
xxi. 9

;
xxiv. 10

;
xxvii.

8, 13; xxix. 17, 18; xxxii. 24, 36; xxxviii. 2;

xlii. 17, 22; xliv. 13, the order of the words in

Hebrew is "sword, famine and pestilence." Their

number and order in Greek are just the same in

chaps, xiv. 12 ; xxxii. 36. This order is changed
in both texts in chap, xxxiv. 17, where the

arrangement is
"
sword, pestilence and famine,"

and also in chap. xxiv. 10, in the Greek, where the

arrangement is "famine, pestilence and sword."

In chap. xxi. 7 again, the Hebrew has
"
pestilence,
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sword and famine," while the Greek has "pesti-

lence, famine and sword." In the first half of

xiv. 15, where only two of these terms occur, both

texts are in complete agreement. In chap. xiv. 16,

where two of these words also appear in each text,

the general order in the Hebrew is reversed, while

in the Greek it is retained. Thus the latter has

the advantage of arrangement, if it were of any

particular significance.

The difference between the Hebrew and the

Greek respecting this group of words is thus seen

to be only occasional. As examples of irregular

arrangement appear in each text, and as two instead

of three words also sometimes occur in each, no

real importance can be attached either to their

order or to their number, and no certain conclusion

can be drawn as to which form is the more original

or correct. When both of the texts agree, no ques-

tion of superiority can be raised, and when they

disagree, no argument in favour of the one or of

the other can be established. In this particular,

the one text is practically as good as the other. A
diversity existed, doubtless, in the ancient manu-

scripts. In view of the foregoing facts, it is

manifestly foolish and unfair to suppose that the

translator sometimes omitted one of the three

words because he saw that only two occurred

occasionally in his Hebrew text. Everything
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indicates that he tried to give a true translation

of the text he had.

7. The translator has omitted names and dates

and specifications of various kinds, which abound

in Hebrew, because he considered them meaning-

less or useless.

As Graf believes it impossible to regard such

variations in the Hebrew text as glosses, or as in

any sense the additions of a later hand, he asserts

again that all such terms, when wanting, in the

Septuagint, must have been capriciously left out.

This alternative also is unnecessary and unfair..*

His illustrations, too, do not support his charge.

He instances, first, the omissions, of which there

are several, in chap, xxviii. 3, 4
; but the Septua-

gint here contains all that is essential to the sense,

and really presents a more concise and finished

reading than the Hebrew furnishes, as Hitzig

honestly admits. The latter also points out very

properly that the second half of ver. 3 in Hebrew,

on account of the date in ver. 1, was quite super-

fluous for the readers of Jeremiah's time, and that

the long repetition in ver. 4 was rendered desir-

able solely by reason of the additions to the

Massoretic text.

In the remaining examples of this sort adduced

by Graf, there is no more evidence of design in the

omissions than in the passage just considered.
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The reading of the Septuagint in chap. xxi. 7 is the

usual one throughout this book, and closely corre-

sponds to that of both the texts in chaps, xix. 7, 9
;

xxxiv. 21 ;
xliv. 30. Had the absent words,

"
into

the hand of Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon,"

been present in his text, the translator would

undoubtedly have reproduced it. The variation in

chap, xxxvi. 9, instead of indiqating wilful omis-

sion and abridgment, as Graf and Hitzig claim,

rather aiforcls a clear proof of a twofold reading of

this passage in the ancient manuscripts. For the

sentence,
"

all the people that came from the

cities of Judah unto Jerusalem," in the Hebrew,

there is only the clause,
"
the house of Judah," in

the Greek. But the one word "Judah" is common

to both the texts, so that they cannot have been

originally alike. The supposition is absurd. The

same may be asserted also of the supposed omis-

sions in chaps, xlii. 9
;

xliv. 24. The Septuagint

translation of these passages is terse and good, and

must have been made from a manuscript which was

different from the present Hebrew text in manifold

respects.

Again, the illustrations Graf has given of design

in the absence from the Septuagint of detailed

information respecting individuals, as in chap,

xxvi. 22, or in the absence of one from a succes-

sion of well-known names, as in chap, xxxvi. 25
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26, or in the absence of definite chronological

data in some of the superscriptions, as in chaps,

xxv. 1 ; xlvii. 1, are really no more fortunate or

satisfactory. In not a single example is there any

apparent or probable, much less certain, evidence

of intentional omission. The text of the Greek is

shorter than that of the Hebrew, but in every

instance it is excellent, so far as this class of

variation is concerned. The Septuagint appears

to represent as accurately as the process of transla-

tion and transmission rendered possible the Hebrew

text which the translator used.

8. The translator has omitted difficult words,

uncommon terms, and unfamiliar phrases, whose

meaning was, perhaps, obscure, or possibly un-

known, because he thought such terms unsuited

to the context in which they stood.

The expression "plundered," in chap. iv. 30,

is supposed to be an illustration of this kind ; but

the word is quite unnecessary, as well as difficult

with certainty to construe. Some critics consider

it in apposition with the preceding- pronoun
" thou

;

"
but Hitzig, with whom Graf agrees,

holds that it is in apposition with the subject

of the succeeding verb. Although the form of

the word is admittedly irregular in its present

position, it cannot have been omitted through

ignorance, because it frequently occurs elsewhere
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in Jeremiah, or by intention, because the trans-

lator could have rendered it then as readily as we

are able to render it now.

The first half of chap. 1. 36, "A sword is- upon
the boasters, and they shall become foolish," can-

not have been omitted because the words were

either difficult or unknown, as Graf seems to

suggest by citing it
- in this connection, inasmuch

as they are all simple words and easy to translate.

The same is also true of the phrase,
" and all the

kings of Zimri," in chap. xxv. 25. The proper

name is a familiar one, but it is nowhere else in

Scripture used of a distinct body of people, and

its application here in that sense is somewhat

difficult to explain. At least, it is not known

what particular tribe is meant, as the race referred

to cannot be certainly identified. The translator

had no greater reason to omit the words than

we have, on account of the uncertainty of the

reference in this obscure clause.

There is nothing either inappropriate or offensive

in the use- of the expression for "eunuch" in chap,

xxxviii. 7 that should have led to its intentional

omission, as Graf seems also to suggest. On the

contrary, by the first mention of a person, as in

the present case, the description is exceedingly

appropriate. Even though the term had seemed

unsuitable, which is incredible, that would have
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formed no justification for omitting it, had it stood

in the original text. The term "
fatness

"
again

in chap. xxxi. 14 was not omitted for either of the

reasons indicated, because it was a familiar word,

and is several times translated in other parts of

the Old Testament. A further proof of this

assertion is afforded by the circumstance that,

instead of this term, the expression, "the sons of

Levi," appears in the Septuagint. The translator

would not have ventured to omit -one word and to

insert two words in its place. The original of the,

G-reek was evidently different from that of the

Hebrew, and the reading of the former in this

verse is similar to the reading of the latter in

chap, xxxiii. 18.

The last .word in chap, xxxvi. 18, Graf thinks,

was omitted because it was unknown to the trans-

lator. Hitzig also thinks that he skipped over it

on account of its obscurity. The Greek, though,

had a verb, which was very similar in form and

signification to the root of the noun here rendered
"
ink." This fact must have been generally known,

as well as the fact that fluids of various colours

were used for writing by the ancient Jews. More-

over, had the word appeared in the Alexandrian

recension, its meaning would have been at once

apparent from the connection, even though to the

translator its derivation had appeared obscure,
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which seems entirely improbable. Some inter-

preters regard the word in this place as superfluous,

because the meaning of the sentence is self-evident

without it. On this account, they claim, it must

have been omitted ; but it is much more reasonable

to suppose that it was wanting in the original of

the Septuagint. The word was altogether unneces-

sary for the people of the prophet's time
;
and for

the princes, to whom it is addressed, the informa-

tion it contains was absolutely useless. As Scholz

observes,
"
They knew as well as Baruch that the

utterances were written
'

with ink,' because they

had just had them read to them from the roll.

Thus the author of this remark has not understood

the point in question."
*

On close investigation, there seems to be no

evidence in the book that the translator ever left

out words because they were either difficult or

unknown. If the derivation of a word was doubt-

ful, or if its meaning was obscure, he transcribed

it literally, as, for instance, aa-iSa in chap. viii. 7 ;

%av>va<} in chaps, vii. 18; xliv. 19. Modern trans-

lators, it should be observed, have often done

the same thing. A similar
'

transcription of the

1 " Dass die Aussprttche
' mit Tinte

'

geschrieben waren,' wussten

sie so gut wie Baruch, deim sie liattea sicli ja aus der Rolle yorlesen

lassen. Der Urlieber dieser Bemerkung hat also den Fragepnnkt
nicht verstanden." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX-Uebersetzung,

etc., pp. 103, 104.



THE VARIATIONS OMISSIONS. 49

first word, it may be pointed out, is found in the

Alexandrian version of Job xxxix. 13, and of the

second word, in the English version of Amos v. 26.

Nothing could have justified a translator in leaving

out or passing over words because they were

obscure or difficult. He was bound either to trans-

late them or to reproduce them. Scholz's remark

on this point is very reasonable. He says, "A
translator cannot simply pass over unknown words.

The words, as they stand, should and must be

translated. In cases, therefore, where the ordinary

means for finding the meaning of a word fail, there

remains nothing but either to seek to divine the

meaning, or to apply for advice to the kindred

Semitic languages, or finally to give the Hebrew

word untranslated back again with Greek letters.

Our translator has pursued all these ways. This

observation is of high importance for the character-

istic of his work. It evidences the groundlessness

of the assertion that he has left untranslated words

and passages, because they seemed to him particu-

larly difficult."
l

9. The translator has omitted lengthy passages,

1 " Bin Uebersetzer kann niclit liber unbekannte Worter einfach.

hinweggehen. Die Worter, die dastehen, sollen und. miissen iiber-

setzt werden. Es eriibrigt also in Fallen, \vo die gewolmlichen

Mittel, die Bedeutimg eiries Wortes zu finclen, versagen, niehts,

als entweder den Sinn zu errathen suchen, oder bei den verwandten

semitisclien Spraclien sich Eaths zu erholen, oder endlich das

liebraische Wort uniibersetzt mit griechischen Bvtchstaben -vvie-

D
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which are substantially the same as those occurring

in earlier chapters of the book, because he thought

their repetition undesirable, and thus endeavoured

to avoid it.

Eepetition, both on a large and small scale, is

peculiarly characteristic of the writings of Jeremiah,

particularly in the prophetic portions of his work.

Quite frequently whole paragraphs, some of them

significantly long, from the earlier prophecies, are

nearly word for word repeated in the later ones.

In many instances, they seem to suit the context

in the second place almost as well as in the first.

Not always, though, by any means, can this be said

to be the case. Sometimes the repetition is mani-

festly inappropriate. Many of these repeated

passages appear to be interpolations. Some of

them should possibly be so regarded even when

they are found in both the texts. When they

occur in Hebrew only, their want of genuineness is

scarcely at all questionable.

Approximately thirty -seven of these longer

passages are repeated in the Hebrew Bible. Thirty

of them, or thereabouts, are correspondingly re-

derzugeben. Alle diese Wege hat unser Uebersetzer betreten.

Diese Beobachtung ist von holier Bedeutung i'iir die Gharakteristik

seiner Arbeit: sie zeigt zur Evidenz die Grundlosigkeit der Beliaup-

tung, dass er Worter und Stellen, weil sie ihm besonders schwierig

vorkamen, unubersetzt gelassen habe." Der masoreth. Text und die

LXX- Uebersetzungi etc., p. 24.
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peated in the Alexandrian version. The seven

passages that are wanting in the Septuagint are

apparently, in every instance, in the Hebrew out

of place. Their insertion in the latter cannot be

accounted for with certainty. Whether they were

incorporated in some Hebrew manuscripts, at a

very ancient date, or were added to the Massoretic

text, at a period later than the Septuagint, are

questions to which no positive answer can be given. .

They probably belong, however, to more modern

times. Klihl's suggestion is worthy of considera-

tion. He supposes that these additions came into

the Massoretic text at a later time, and that they

did not belong to the original of the Greek trans-

lator, or, if they did, that they simply appeared in

the margin of his text as glosses which he naturally

did not adopt.
1

In any case, they seem to be

interpolations for reasons that will now be fully

pointed out.

Taking these seven omitted passages in the order

in which they are repeated in the Hebrew, it will

be observed, first, that chap. viii. 10-12 is almost

identical with chap. vi. 12-15. The idea in each is

just the same, and the language is very slightly

different. The repetition is not merely superfluous,

but, as Hitzig indicates, it is disturbing to the

sense. Ver. 13, which is united in thought to the

1 Das Verhtiltniss der Massora zur Septuayinta, p. 56.
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clause,
"
their fields to them that shall possess

them," in that part of ver. 10 which is common

to both texts, begins badly and awkwardly, as it

stands in Hebrew, having no natural connection

with what immediately precedes. In chap. vi.

12-15, on the other hand, the passage is appro-

priate and in place. There no valid objection to it

can be urged. Its absence from the Septuagint in

this chapter is significant. Even Graf acknowledges

that its presence does not suit the context in the

latter so well as in the former place. Whether

it be a gloss or not, it certainly lies under the

suspicion, pointed out and emphasized by Hitzig,

of having been sometime supplementarily inter-

polated in the Hebrew text.

With the exception of the last few words,
" but

they did them not," chap. xi. 7, 8 is wanting in the

Septuagint. The omitted verses somewhat corre-

spond to chap. vii. 24-26. The first part of ver. 8

in the former chapter is almost exactly the same as

ver. 24 in the latter chapter. Since Graf refers to

it in this connection, the passage claims attention

for that reason. In the first place, it should be

observed that the passages, though similar, are not

sufficiently alike to have suggested the omission of

one of them in order to avoid the repetition, even

though it were probable that the translator ever

left out words and verses on that ground. In the
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second place, the three words expressed in the

Greek do not prove, as Graf asserts, the presence

in the original of the Septuagint of the omitted

portions of the passage. According to the Hebrew

text, these three words are to be understood as

referring to the forefathers mentioned in ver. 7 ;

but there is also a logical connection between them

and ver. 6, to which they directly refer in the

Greek, and to which they may also properly refer

in both the Hebrew and the Greek. The repetition

here is quite unnecessary, and Hitzig is in error

when he says that without it vers. 9, 10 would be

ungrounded and unintelligible. In the third place,

the repeated passage may have been, as Movers is

inclined to view it, a simple gloss taken from chap,

vii. 24-26.

A similar explanation must be given of chap,

xvii. 3, 4, which coincides in Hebrew pretty nearly

with chap. xv. 13, 14. The modifications in the

two passages are slight, or, at least, unimportant.

Both Graf and Hitzig regard the passage in the

former place as the original of the passage in the

latter place. Both also regard the two verses as

destroying all connection where they stand in chap,

xvii. 3, 4. Their reasoning, though, in each respect,

is altogether inconclusive. To believe with them

respecting the origin of chap. xv. 13, 14, is to

suppose that a portion of an earlier chapter was
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taken from a later one, and was inserted where it

would disturb the sense. The supposition is utterly

unreasonable. It is also inconsistent with the

principle of omitting parallel passages which Graf

unworthily ascribes to the translator. Ver. 10 of

this latter chapter is evidently connected in sense

with ver. 15, but the continuation of thought does

not require the leaving out of vers. 11-14, as Graf

gratuitously asserts. Whether the passage in ques-

tion is more appropriate in chap. xvii. than in chap,

xv., as the critics mentioned claim, is open to

discussion. The fact that it appears in chap, xv.,

both in Hebrew and in Greek, affords conclusive

evidence of its great age, if not of its absolute

genuineness ;
and the fact that it does not appear

in chap. xvii. of the Septuagint renders its repeti-

tion there suspicious, to say the least. Besides,

chap. xvii. 1-4 is all omitted in the Greek, and the

whole paragraph may be dropped out without any
detriment whatever to the context. For this

reason, in addition to the reasons that have been

already indicated, it is practically certain that the

first part of this chapter did not belong to the

translator's manuscript.

An examination of chap. xxx. 10, 11 leads to a

very similar result. The passage occurs in sub-

stance in chap. xlvi. 27, 28, and is, in the one

place or the other, undoubtedly a gloss. Perhaps,
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in each, place, it should be regarded as an interpola-

tion. If so, it must be very old, since, in this

latter chapter, it is found in both the texts. De

Wette, Hitzig, Movers, on account of some diver-

gences from the prophet's usual style, which seem

to 'characterize them, consider these two verses

spurious, and ascribe them to the so-called Deutero-

Isaiah. "With the exception of the phrase,
"
my

servant Jacob," which is frequent in the second

part of Isaiah, Graf answers their objections as to

authorship with considerable success. While there

is nothing in the language absolutely incompatible

with Jeremiah's style, there is something peculiar

in a few of the expressions used. Graf and Hitzig,

however, both consider the passage more appro-

priate in chap. xxx. 10, 11 than in chap. xlvi.

27, 28, and they suppose it was omitted from the

former chapter by the translator, because it succeeds

fche latter chapter in the Septuagint. "Whether the

passage suits the one place better than the other,

or whether it is genuine in either place, where it is

omitted in the Greek, it was, doubtless, wanting in

the original of the Septuagint, a possible alternative

which even Hitzig honestly suggests.

The long paragraph, chap, xxxiii. 14-26, is a

very significant omission, the partial occasion for

which, Graf believes, was the consideration that it

was composed, for the most part, of literal or sub-
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stantial repetitions of preceding passages. Vers.

15, 16 almost coincide with chap, xxiii. 5,, 6
;
vers.

17, 18 sound a little like xxxv. 19
;
vers. 20, 22,

25, 26 somewhat resemble chap. xxxi. 35-37. The

chief occasion, though, he thinks, was the non-fulfil-

ment ofthe prophecy concerning David, and respect-

ing the promised increase of the Levites and of

the Davidic dynasty. He also attributes some-

what to the translator's supposed constant habit

of abridgment. But the genuineness of this para-

graph is held in doubt by Michaelis, Jahn, and

Hitzig, the latter of whom regards the whole

section as a succession of single sentences taken

from various sources. Bleek, de Wette, and

Movers share substantially the same doubt. From

the style, as well as from the subject-matter of

the prophecy, a strong argument for the spurious-

ness of the passage has been presented by the last

four critics. The question of its genuineness,

however, does not really concern this brief discus-

sion. The special purpose of the present investiga-

tion is to show the great injustice of asserting that

it was intentionally omitted by the Greek trans-

lator. It is much more easy, as Bleek has justly

said, to conceive how a later writer might have

added the whole prophecy than to imagine why
any person should have left it out. It may possibly

have belonged to the original of the Massoretic
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text, but certainly did not belong to the original of

the .Septu,agint translation.

A still more positive result is obtained by the

examination of chap, xxxix. 4-13. The narrative

coincides in general, though not in detail, with the

historic account in chap, lii., and also in 2 Kings
xxv. The genuineness of the greater portion of

this chapter has long been questioned by inter-

preters. The absent passage, whether spurious in

this place or not, can with no more propriety be

ascribed toJeremiah thancan the fifty-second chapter

of this book, or the corresponding passage of the

Second Book of Kings. The verses wanting do not

properly belong in this connection. They not only

interrupt the narrative, but also they disturb the

order of the thought. The account which they

contain, too, does not agree with that in chap. lii.

In that chapter, the ninth day of the fourth month

is mentioned as that on which provisions in the

city failed ;
in this chapter, it is mentioned as the

day on which the city was taken by storm. The

connection, moreover, between ver. 3 and ver. 14,

as in the Septuagint, is easy and natural
;
whereas

ver. 13, which is a repetition of ver. 3, seems to

have been inserted in the Hebrew for the purpose

of uniting ver. 12 to ver. 14. By omitting vers.

4-13, the narration from chap, xxxviii. 28 proceeds

logically and connectedly to the end. This fact,
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though, furnishes no reason to suppose with Graf

that the whole passage was omitted, because it

seemed unnecessary to the translator. He did not

find it in his text. Its absence from the Septuagint

affords important evidence of the critical value of

this ancient version. Its testimony respecting this

very dubious paragraph is weighty, and also worthy
of the fullest consideration.

The remaining passage, chap, xlviii. 40, 41,

which is substantially the same as chap. xlix. 22,

admits of treatment similar to that which the

foregoing passages have received. It is entirely

unnecessary, where it is absent from the Greek, and

any plausible reason for its repetition has never yet

been given. Graf supposes that this passage was

omitted from the Septuagint, because chap, xlviii.

40, 41 in the Hebrew comes after chap. xlix. 22 in

the Greek. But it cannot have been omitted on

that ground, as Hitzig properly contends. Both

he and Movers consider it an extraneous, if not

a spurious, addition. Owing to the divergences

between the two passages in the Hebrew, the

adding of a predicate and the changing of a

preposition, the former critic holds that Jeremiah

hardly would himself have used, and in the later

passage, chap. xlix. 22, have corrected, his own

words. No intentional omission on the ground of

repetition can in fairness be supposed. The absent
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verses did not belong to the original of the Septua-

gint 'translation, or else they would, have been

carefully reproduced.

Each of these seven passages, where wanting in

the Septuagint, ig
5
when critically and impartially

considered, apparently out of place. That they

were in every instance glosses by a later hand, as

some interpreters suppose, seems altogether pro-

bable
; but that they were not present in the

translator's manuscript seems absolutely certain.

It is incredible that the translator should have

found these passages in his text, and then have

left them out, because he thought them spurious

or inappropriate. It is also inconceivable that he

should have wilfully omitted them, because he

tried, as much as possible, to avoid unnecessary

repetitions, inasmuch as thirty times or more he

has repeated passages quite as unnecessary to the

context as these appear to be. If he found the

whole thirty-seven before him, why did he omit

just these seven passages ? "Why should they, and

they alone, have been left out and all the others

have been left in ? The only reasonable answer to

this question seems to be that they did not belong

to his original, and that they are, in every case,

interpolations by a later hand. It is significant

that each of these omitted passages, apart from its

inappropriateness where it is absent from the
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Greek, is of doubtful origin and of suspicious

character.

If one supposes that these passages really did

belong to his original, one must believe that the

translator left them out because of their apparent

spuriousness or inappropriateness. He cannot have

omitted them without first considering whether

they were genuine or not. If, after consideration,

he decided not to reproduce them, as Graf sup-

poses, then very little value can be attached to

his translation. It is merely an arbitrary and

untrustworthy piece of literary work without any
critical worth whatever. After showing the mechani-

cal and unreliable character of the translation, if

such an unworthy opinion of the translator be

entertained, Kiihl pertinently says,
"
"Why then

did he do it only in these seven passages and not

in every place, where sometimes at no very great

intervals repetitions occur ? and wherefore did he,

in spite of his former lack of critical acumen, in his

omissions which, by this supposition, would still be

a product of his arbitrariness, hit upon exactly the

seven passages, whose originality, indeed, is doubt-

ful in the very highest degree ? With that view,

these questions ever remain unanswered, and they

elicit from every impartial observer the acknowledg-

ment that here, and if here, then, of course, in

other passages as well, the Septuagint is wholly in
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the right. At all events, though, too depreciative

is the judgment of Graf, who will attribute to it no

authority whatever."
1

Graf's theory respecting the seven passages just

.considered apparently rests on the assumption that

they are always wanting in the Septuagint where,

according to the order of the prophecies in that

version, they, if repeated, would appear a second

time. This supposition, though, is incorrect. One

exception to this rule exists, and that is quite

sufficient for the purpose of disproof. Chap,

xxxix. 4-13 is absent from the Greek, while it is

present in chap, lii., notwithstanding the fact that

the latter chapter ends the book in both the Hebrew

and the Greek. Although each of these seven

repeated passages appears to be of very dubious

character, and, although each one, if not entirely

inappropriate where it is wanting in the Septuagint,

might be, at least, omitted without at all disturb-

1 " Warum that er es clenn bios an diesen sieben Stellen nnd niclit

iiberall, wo (manchinal in niclit allzugrossen Zwischenraumen)

Wiederholtingen stattfinclen ? und weshalb trifft er bei seinen Aus-

lassungent(trotz
seines sonstigen Mangels an scliarfsinniger Kritik),

die bei dieser Annahnie doch ein Produkt seiner "Willkiir waren,

gerade die sieben Stellen, deren. Ursprungliehkeit in der That im
hochsten Grade zweifelhaft ist? Diese Fragen bleiben bei jener
Ansicht immer unbeantwortet, und sie nothigen jedem unparteiischen
Beobachter das Zugesta'ndniss ab, dass hier, und wenn hier, dann

jedenfalls anch an anderen Stellen, die LXX. in vollem Reclit ist,

jedenfalls aber das Urtheil Grafs zu abschatzig ist, der ihr gar
keine Autoritat zuschreiben will." Das Verhciltniss der Massora eur

Septuayinta, p. 60.
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ing the connection or injuring the sense, it is

remarkable that Graf attributes the omission in

each case to the self-same arbitrary practice by
which he persistently endeavours to account for

the various species of omission that have already

been discussed. When it suits his purpose, he

accuses the translator of the grossest ignorance,

and, when such a supposition is clearly contradicted

by the facts, he accuses him of the greatest arbi-

trariness. This kind of reasoning is inconsistent

and confutes itself. His theory is altogether too

accommodating. It maintains that the translator

systematically abridged his text, and then it holds

him responsible for numberless omissions which no

sort of system can explain.

It should be also noted here that many other

passages are repeated in the Septuagint, not where

they occur the first time in the Hebrew, but where

they occur the second time. This is a most

significant fact, and it affords additional disproof

of G-rafs unjustifiable and unjust assumption.

Scholz has an important observation on this point.
"

If, however," he says,
"
there was need of a still

further proof, the supposition of intentional

omission is excluded by this, that the Greek trans-

lation, in a number of passages, does not express

repeating and like -meaning verses, while it has

them in a second place. How would that be
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conceivable with a translator who translates with-

out consideration 1
" 1 Such a supposition is both

unreasonable and absurd. The translator had

neither reason nor desire to abridge his text. Had

the repetition of unnecessary matter been his aim,

he might have left out many times as much as he

has been accused of leaving out. An unprejudiced

investigator, who carefully considers all the facts,

must grant at once the unreasonableness of Grafs

accusation. He must also admit with Kiihl, not

only respecting the seven long repeated passages

in particular, but also respecting the numberless

unnecessary omissions in general, that the ground
of their omission was not a subjective but an

objective one ;
that is, it lay not in the arbitrary

procedure of the translator, but in the peculiar

form of his original.
2

It is still more remarkable, if possible, that in

each of the other cases in which a parallel passage

is repeated in the Septuagint of this book, Graf

1 "
Vollig aber ausgesclilossen ist, wexm es nocli eines weiteren

Beweises bediirfte, die Annahme von deni absiclitlichen Auslassen

dadurcli, dass die griechische Uebersetzung in einer Anzahl von

Stellen sieli wiederliolende, gleiclilautende Verse das erste Mai nicht

ausdriickt, wahrend sie dieselbe an zweiter Stelle hat. Wie ware

das bei einem Uebersetzer, der leichtfertig iibersetzt, denkbai1 ?"

Der rnasoreth. Text und die LXX- Uebersetzung, etc., p. 26.

2 " Der Grund der Auslassung ist kein subjektiver, d. h. er liegt

nicht in clem eigenmaclitigen Verl'ahren des Ueberselzers, sondern

ein objektiver (ausserer), d. li. er liegt in der Gestaltimg seines

Originals." Das Verhaltniss der Massora zw Septuaginta, p. 56.
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supposes that the translator had forgotten that he

had once already rendered it. Otherwise, he seems

to think, all such passages would .have been

omitted. In his opinion, the translator must have

been not only incompetent and inconsistent, but

also endowed with a very treacherous memory,
which frequently forgot to apply the principles of

his own most imperfect scheme. Such ingenuity

of explanation in a Biblical scholar is exceedingly

unusual, to say the least, and certainly was worthy
of a better cause. How such a monstrous supposi-

tion could have been deliberately suggested seems

itself almost inexplicable. The assumption that

the translator had a system, and then forgot to

aPPty ^ in some thirty out of thirty-seven lengthy

passages, is so ridiculous that it scarcely claims a

formal answer ; and yet, since Graf has made the

accusation, it must not be passed by without some

attention, notwithstanding its absurdity.

Apart from the utter improbability that a definite

rule of translation could be forgotten four times, at

least, as often as it was remembered by one who

is supposed to have made it specially for his

personal guidance, it seems sufficient further to

observe that some of the passages repeated in the

Septuagint stand so near to each other as to render

the idea of forgetfulness wholly inconceivable to a

person who takes into account all the facts of the
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case. Scholz has answered Grafs suggestion on

this point aptly and completely. He says,
"
If it

is a principle of the translator to pass over passages

and expressions, which repeat themselves, as super-

fluous in a second place, how could he so neglect

this his own principle that he applied it in only a

comparatively small number of cases, whereas, in

by far the great majority of places, he likewise

translates the recurring passages, and, indeed, not

merely in cases where an oversight was possible,

although that from the first is improbable in the

highest degree, as certainly not the next best into

whose hands the book fell devoted himself to the

translation. We have rather, with the greatest

likelihood, to suppose that it is the work of a
' Teacher in Israel,' who by frequent reading had

made himself familiar with the book in all of its

details."
1

1 "Wenn. es Grundsatz des Uebersetzers ist, Stellen und Aus-

spriiche, die sich wiederholen, als iiberfliissig an zweiter Stelle zu

iibergehen, wie konnte er diesen seinen Grundsatz so ausser Acht

lassen, dass er ilm nur in einer verhaltnissmassig kleinen Anzahl

von Fallen anwandte, in den weitans meisten Stellen dagegen die

wiederkehrenden Stellen ebenfalls libersetzt, und zwar nicht bios

in Fallen, wo ein Vergessen moglich war obgleicli das von
vornelierein im hSchsten Grade umvahrscheinlich 1st, da siclierlich

nicht der Nachstbeste, clem das Bueh in die Hand fiel, sicli an die

Uebersetzung maclite. Wir haben vielmehr mit Lochster Wahr-
scheinlichkeit anzunehuien, dass es die Arbeit eines 'Lehrers in

Israel
'

ist, der mit dem Buche in alien seinen Einzelnheiten durch

vielmaliges Lesen sich vertraut gemacht hat." Der masareth. Text

und die LXX- Uebersetmng, etc., p. 26.

E
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The examination of a great variety of minor

omissions, which Graf does not attempt to classify,

as well as a considerable number of longer ones,

which have, as yet, not been discussed in this

investigation, affords still further proof that the

translator used another and a different text from

that transmitted to us by the Massorites. Both

their nature and their number are too significant

to be overlooked. Not simply do they supply

important evidence for the hypothesis of a special

text-recension, but they furnish useful material for

the history of the whole Old Testament Scriptures.

They also shed a flood of light upon the present

character and condition of the Massoretic text.

On the ground of being either unnecessary, or

superfluous, or inappropriate, or interpolated, some

of them have been rejected by Graf himself. On

the same ground many of them have been rejected

by Hitzig or by Movers, or by both. On a similar

ground, moreover, others of them must be regarded

either as spurious or as suspicious, to say the

very least.

The great majority of the omissions may be

characterized generally as unnecessary ; that is,

neither are they requisite for the complete gramma-
tical construction of the text, nor are they essential

for a proper understanding of it. This is true

especially of all or nearly all of those belonging to
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each of the nine species of omission that have

already been investigated. It is also just as true

of all or nearly all of those remaining undiscussed.

Their presence or absence is practically immaterial,

although, in several instances, the reading in the

Hebrew may be considered preferable to the read-

ing in the Greek. By characterizing the omissions

in general as unnecessary, it is not meant that they

are generally spurious, although unquestionably

they sometimes are
; nor is it meant that many

of them did not belong to the original of the

Massoretic text, although undoubtedly some of them

did not. They are thus characterized principally

against Grafand others who assert that the omissions

from the Septuagint indicate a mutilated text.

A considerable number of omissions may be

characterized appropriately as superfluous. They
are not only unnecessary, but also redundant.

This redundancy, in many places, doubtless, points

to textual divergences. These may have generally

belonged to the Palestinean recension. Whether

this can always be claimed to be the case, however,

is very questionable. The question, too, is one

that cannot easily be answered. Such omissions

are described in this connection as superfluous,

some of them on his own admission, especially

again against Graf and his arbitrary theory of

intentional omission on the part of the translator.
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A significant number of omissions must be

characterized properly as inappropriate. They
are not only unnecessary and superfluous, but

also out of place. In many passages, they either

interrupt the progress of the narrative, or disturb

the harmony of the thought. For various and

manifest reasons they do not properly belong

where they are wanting in the Greek. It is not

always easy to account for their existence, although

a possible explanation may, in some instances, be

pretty safely suggested. Their origin was, doubt-

less, due to a variety of causes, which extended

over a long period of time.

A still more . significant number of omissions

can only be characterized correctly as interpolated.

They cannot be truthfully described by any other

term. They are not. only unnecessary and super-

fluous and inappropriate, but also spurious as well.

They cannot have been uttered by the prophet,

nor can they have belonged to any authorized

edition of his writings. That some of them are

ancient appears probable ; but how old, of course,

it is impossible to tell. That many, if not most,

of them arose after the making of the Septuagint

translation seems practically certain
; but when or

by whom they arose can never be determined. It

may be possible, however, to account for some of

them conjecturally.
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The omissions of letters, of which there are

several, are also worthy of some consideration

here. This species of omission is of special inte-

rest, because it shows how a number of important

variations may be naturally explained. Some of

these divergences may have been recensional ;

others of them may have been transcriptional.

Except in so far as the context pronounces the

one form or the other to be preferable, it is

difficult to decide which reading is the more"

primitive. By placing the examples together,

their comparative excellence may the more easily

be estimated. The instances are as follows :

Jl-nBty
i. 14

; ^555^-^55^, ii. 34
; ""rnj^-

2; lyja^Mffip*! (?) B^iari d^n, iii. 3;

iv. i
; trOTm rrwEfi (?)

vi. 2
;

T T \ I
*"

I T I T ^ '

vi. 6; mi m vi. 14|":|T:
vi. 19; tfiN-ttjN, vi- 23 ' ^ 42

xi. 19
; dS^V-D^S, xv. 16

;

xviii. 12
; Q^f D'l'Jj xviii. 14

; ri^S ^> xxiii. 15
;

VV T -I ~

,
xxxvii. ll; ^ll^^ la^M, xliii. 2;

,
xlvi. 2; ^j?-^p, xlvi. 12;

,
xlviii. 6; D>nl

71t:T-Q4|nb<;
T, xlviii. 22;

T T : T T :

,
xlix. 9; D^MSI D^Mllj 1. 38 ;

or ^51, li. 27 ;

li. 59.



CHAPTER III.

THE VARIATIONS ADDITIONS.

CONVINCING as is the evidence obtainable from

the Omissions of a twofold text-recension of this

book, the evidence derivable from the Additions is,

if possible, more conclusive still. Their number,

as well as their importance, has not as yet been

properly appreciated. Even Bleek, who is a great

admirer of the Alexandrian version and a vigorous

advocate of different text-recensions, has failed to

point out their significance. He says, "The

Septuagint only seldom has additions, and these

consisting simply of single words or members."
1

This statement, however, is scarcely accurate.

Though small compared with that of the omis-

sions, .
it is true, their number, notwithstanding,

is considerable. They really amount to several

hundred words. Significant as their number is,

their nature is much more significant. Instead

of being confined exclusively to "single words

1 " Nur selteu hat die Septuaginta Zusatze, und nur in einzelnen

Worten oder Gliedern besteliende." Einleitung in das Alte Testa-

ment, p. 318.

70
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or members," as lie says, they are composed

occasionally of sentences, and frequently of groups

of words, which sometimes modify the meaning of

a passage, at other times explain a difficulty in the

Massoretic text, at other times again exhibit a

reading, not only different from but also superior

to the one which the Hebrew gives.

Respecting the additions, Graf is almost as un-

reasonable and inconsistent in his allegations as

he is in reference to the omissions. He says, for

instance,
" Of the additions to the Massoretic text,

which, on the other side, occur in the Septuagint,

only a few are to be found which can prompt the

supposition that they exhibit genuine text, that

might have been omitted from the present Hebrew

through the fault of copyists."
1

This bare assertion,

of course, is true
;
but the implication is false. There

is no ground whatever to suppose that variations

of this kind were often due to oversight or omis-

sion on the part of those who anciently transcribed

the Massoretic text, although it may not be improb-

able that here and there a word or two may have

been overlooked. The additions are too numerous

and significant to be explained on any rational

1 " Unter den Zusatzen zu dem masoretischen Texte, die andrer-

seits in LXX. vorkommen, finden sich nur wenige, die zu der

Annahme veranlassen konnen, dass sie achten Text darstellen, der

in dem jetzigen hetraischen dtirch Schnld der Abschreiber wegge-
fallen ware." Der Prophet Jeremia, Einleitung, p. xlix.
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hypothesis other than the one suggested and illus-

trated by the examples of omission that have
.

already been discussed. They afford conclusive

evidence of a special text-recension. They repre-

sent, undoubtedly, a very ancient text, and bear

invaluable testimony to its general excellence

throughout.

The theories of explanation held by Graf are not

merely incorrect but contradictory. He claims that

the translator systematically abridged his text, and

contends that the omissions from the Septuagint

were due to his persistent striving after brevity,

because of the impossibility of believing that they

were left out by a later writer or transcriber from

the Hebrew text. He then suggests that every-

where a later hand is recognizable in the additions

as well as in the omissions of the Septuagint.. If

it is incredible, when discussing the omissions, to

suppose that such variations were due to a later

hand, it is certainly just as incredible when dis-

cussing the additions. According to this hypothesis,

to be consistent, he should attribute all the varia-

tions to the Greek translator. When it suits his

convenience, though, he ascribes them to the trans-

lator, and when it does not, he ascribes them to a

later editor or reviser. Graf seems to be driven

to this desperate alternative respecting the origin

of the additions by perceiving that, although he
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believes that the translator systematically abridged

his text, no one could believe that he abridged it

and enlarged it at the same time.

As the omissions prove the improbability of

Graf's hypothesis, so also the additions prove

its impossibility. They demonstrate not only

the unfairness of asserting that the translator
'

was always striving after brevity, but also the

unreasonableness of supposing that he either added

to or took away from the ancient Hebrew text

which he employed. It is useless to suppose

that he neglected his own principle of systematic

omission, or that he forgot in all such cases to

apply it. Even Graf himself sees the preposterous-

ness of such a supposition. Hence he regards the

additions, in almost every case, as spurious, and

endeavours to account for them by alleging that

they belong to a later time. Having given a brief

discussion of their character, he says, "After the

explanation, there can be no longer a doubt that

the text-form presented by the Greek translator is

.a mutilated and corrupted one, that arose, in a

much later time, out of the Hebrew text which

has been preserved to us."
x How far this state-

1 "
JSfach clem Dargelegten kann es keinem Zweifel mehr unter-

worfen sein, dass die von dem griechiscken Ucbersetzer dargebotene

Textgestalt eine aus dem uns hebraisch erlialtenen Texte in viel

spaterer Zeit entstandene verstlimmelte und verderbte ist." Ein-

leitung, p. li.
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ment is from harmonizing with the facts will be

evinced by carefully examining the additions.

That they were not taken from the air, to render

literally a German phrase, is very evident ;
and

that they were due neither to translator nor

transcriber can be very clearly shown. As a

rule, they bear the marks of age and genuineness

upon them, and thus proclaim their own origin-

ality or primitive character. As Graf ascribes

them now to one cause and then to another, it is

by no means easy to arrange his objections to

their genuineness systematically. It seems better,

though, so far as practicable, to attempt to classify

them. For convenience' sake, they may be gene-

rally grouped in five distinct classes.

1. Many additions prove themselves to be

spurious, because they violate the sense of the

verses or the parallelism of the verse-members.

This is a somewhat serious accusation. Graf

indicates only a few instances of this kind, and

none of those are really to the point.

In chap. iv. 29, for example, where the Hebrew

has "they go into the thickets," the Greek has

"they go into the caves and hide themselves in

the thickets." It is unfair to say that the parallel-

ism of the verse in Greek is violated. There may

just as properly be three predicates as two. If

one supposes with Schleusner that the Hebrew
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word translated "thicket" was repeated in the

Septuagint, one has still to account for the addi-

tional verb "
to hide." The latter clearly indicates

an ancient reading, a similar form of which occurs

in other parts of the Old Testament, as, for

instance, in 1 Kings xviii. 13. The two texts in

the present verse seem never to have been the

same. Besides the additions in the Greek the

minor variations are important, and in favour of

the Septuagint. Instead of going up "into the

rocks," the Greek has going up
"
upon the rocks ;

"

instead of "the whole city," it has "the whole

country." This latter reading is superior to the

one in Hebrew, inasmuch as
"
country

"
forms a

natural contrast to
"
city

"
in the following member

of the verse, as Hitzig freely admits. In this

same member the absence of the article from the

word for "city" is also favourable to the Septua-

gint. The people would naturally flee from every

. city in the whole land, and not merely from the

whole city of Jerusalem.

The added words, "and your olive-yards," in

chap. v. 17, cannot be fairly said to violate the

parallelism. There may as well be three as two

particulars. The fact that a similar addition is

found in the Septuagint translation of Ps. iv. 8

affords a further proof that the text employed

by the translator presented in each passage a
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reading different from the Massoretic text. If

the parallelism of the Greek were inferior to that

of the Hebrew, which is not really the case, it

would not disprove the genuineness of the Septua-

gint, nor would it prove that the words were

added either by the translator or by a later

hand. It would rather indicate their originality,

because, to an impartial mind, it is incredible

that any person should have intentionally injured

the Hebrew style by adding to the text of

Scripture. The words in Greek are surely

genuine.

In chap, xxxii. 19, the peculiar clause, "the

great God Sabaoth, and Jehovah of great name,"

was neither added by a later hand, as Graf

assumes, nor arbitrarily inserted in its present

place, as Hitzig says. The variation seems to

have been due, partly to an accidental repetition,

and partly to an imperfect condition of the

original Hebrew text. The words, "the great

God," were apparently repeated by mistake, either

in transcribing the Hebrew original or the Greek

translation. The remaining words evidently arose

from imperfection in the ancient manuscript, as

they contain exactly the letters, but in a dif-

ferent order, of the last three words of the 18th

and the first word of the 19th verse. In the

Massoretic text, we have ^^ ^tt> ntNlS m!T ; in
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the Septuagint, we have ni!~P

mrp Diy *yCfi rflfcttS- Thus, by means ofthe Hebrew

letters, the variation may be explained. The ex-

planation is rendered the more probable, inasmuch

as the last three words of ver. 18 are wanting in

the Septuagint, but are found, as indicated, in the

19th verse. The case affords an illustration either

of textual imperfection, or of transcriptional care-

lessness, or, perhaps, of both.

In chap. xiv. 15, for the words, "by the sword,"

in Hebrew, the Greek has " of grieVous death they

shall die." This cannot have been an arbitrary

variation, as Graf suggests. The translator would

not, and a later writer could not, consistently

with reason, so have changed the sacred text.

The words in the Hebrew are very simple, and

evidently belonged to the Palestinean recension.

The sentence in the Septuagint is most unusual,

and must have belonged to the Alexandrian recen-

sion. It occurs but once in the Hebrew Bible,

and that is in chap. xvi. 4 of this book ; whereas

it occurs twice in the Greek translation, once in

this latter chapter, and once in the passage under

consideration. The expression, therefore, is peculiar

to the prophet Jeremiah. In each passage of the

Septuagint the words in Greek are identical ; and

they are just as appropriate in the one as in the

other. The very peculiarity of the language is a
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proof of its genuineness, or, at least, of recensional

differences in the ancient Hebrew manuscripts.

There may be, now and then, a passage in the

Greek where, owing to the presence of an addi-

tional word or clause, the parallelism is less perfect

than in the Hebrew, but such instances, if such

there be, are really very rare. In the great

majority of cases the additions either affect the

parallelism favourably, or they affect it not at all.

In none of these places, though, is there the

slightest reason to suppose that the improvement
is due either to translator or reviser. Examples
of superior parallelism due to the additions in

the Septuagint may be found by comparing the

Hebrew with the Greek in chap. i. 17, where the

latter has
"
fear not before them and be not dis-

mayed before them
"
instead of

" be not dismayed

at them, lest I dismay thee before them;" v. 20,

where it has "the house of Judah" instead of

"Judah;" ix. 25, where it has "the sons of

Moab "
instead of " Moab."

2. Many additions, inconsistently with the

former system of abridgment, are taken from

other passages, and inserted where they do not

properly belong, or where they are altogether out

of place.
This assertion can be shown to be

entirely incorrect by carefully examining the pas-

sages which Graf has cited by way of illustration.
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The added phrase,
" because they shall not profit

you at all," chap. vii. 4, Graf says, is taken from

ver. 8. But the form of the expression in the

latter verse is not the same as that which is given

here. The one is not a repetition of the other,

nor can the one be fairly claimed to have been

taken from the other. The language in each verse

is different, and the number of words used also

varies. Even had the phrases been identical, no

reason for supposing that the one was repeated

from the other would have been apparent. At all

events, as they are now found, each one is most

appropriate in the form, as well as in the place, in

which it stands.

In like manner, the added clause,
"
to your own

hurt," chap. vii. 9, Graf considers, is taken from

ver. 6. His supposition here again is just as

incorrect as in the preceding case. The Septua-

gint renders the clause in ver. 6 literally, and,

moreover, exactly as it also stands in Hebrew,

chap. xxv. 7. In this latter passage, on the other

hand, the words are wanting in the Septuagint.

Why should a translator be accused, for no con-

ceivable reason whatever, of omitting words because

they were unnecessary in one place, and of insert-

IDg them in another place where they were quite

as unnecessary? Only a foolish theory would

admit such an absurdity. The words were neither
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arbitrarily added in chap. vii. 9 nor arbitrarily

omitted in chap. xxv. 7. The first two verses of

this present chapter are wanting in the Greek ;

there are also several other omissions, of more or

less importance, in other parts of the chapter.

The significant additions which likewise characterize

it, as well as the omissions, point to a special text-

recension.

The addition, "and those who are going in at

these gates," chap. xix. 3, Graf regards as a repeti-

tion from chap. xvii. 20. The suggestion, though,

is quite gratuitous. The words are just as appro-

priate in the one place as in the other. The

combination is a somewhat common one. It occurs

in chaps, xvii, 20 ; xxii. 2, of both the Hebrew and

the Greek, and also in chap. vii. 2, of the Hebrew.

In this latter verse, however, it is wanting in the

Greek. It is unreasonable to suppose that the

words were purposely omitted in chap. vii. 2 and

purposely added in chap. xix. 3. The long addi-

tional expression,
" and I wrote the deed and sealed

it and called witnesses," chap, xxxii. 25, Graf says,

is taken from ver. 10. As the transaction was

important, and as its bearing on the future of the

nation was likely to be permanent, it is natural

that the prophet should have spoken as the. passage

reads in the Septuagint. The translator surely

had no reason to repeat the sentence in the present
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verse, if lie did not find it in his manuscript.

A further proof that the original of each text was

different is furnished by the important fact that,

while the two sentences in question are added to

the Greek in this member, the sentence,
" and call

witnesses," is omitted from it in the preceding

member, of the verse.

Graf also supposes that the addition, "more

than their fathers," chap. xvii. 23, is taken from

chap. vii. 26, to which it bears a close resemblance.

Hitzig considers the whole verse wanting in

originality, as well as in appropriateness. Whether

right or not, his supposition is much more plausible

than that of Graf. It is far more likely that the

whole verse was interpolated at some time, than

that the additional clause in Greek was inserted by
the translator. If chap. xvii. 23 be an interpola-

tion, it must have been added prior to the exist-

ence of the Alexandrian version. In any case, the

rendering of the verse in Greek points to recen-

sional differences, and indicates that the translator

reproduced the text he had before him.

3. Other additions are inserted in a manner

that is altogether improper and inappropriate.

An examination of the instances cited by Graf

will show this allegation also to be false.

The sentence, "great is the distress upon thee,"

chap. xi. 16, cannot have been intentionally added
p
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by any one at any time. Even if the hypothesis

of arbitrary insertion on the part of the translator

were probable, which is not the case, he would not

have ventured to insert words inappropriately, or

in a way to render the construction difficult. The

presence of the sentence here is certainly not easy

to explain. Either it was found in the translator's

manuscript, as the Greek text is very plain, and

gives a tolerable sense; or it was accidentally

added by an ancient copyist, as the variation may
be partially explained by means of the Hebrew

letters. This latter alternative seems not unreason-

able or improbable, inasmuch as the word for

"great" occurs in one part of the verse in Hebrew

and in another 'part of it in Greek. Possibly,

therefore, it was overlooked at first, and afterwards

inserted with the other words which may have

been repeated by mistake. The words in Greek

might easily have been derived from the words in

Hebrew, especially if the original text were indis-

tinct, in the following manner : "Y^N mSJl rhl%

-p^y OttP) for H^y tt^M JWJ rftna- There' is a

similarity in the sound, as well as in the "form, of

the Hebrew words in each case.

The added words, "to their meeting," chap,

xxvii. 3, did not arise from arbitrary insertion,

as Graf assumes ; nor did they arise from careless

repetition of similar consonants, as Hitzig asserts.
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There is no real resemblance between aSt^n*1 and

Dn^npS, as the latter critic claims. The words

make excellent sense in the connection in which

they stand. There is nothing improper or inappro-

priate about them. The phrase is quite uncommon

in Jeremiah, but the idea expressed is good. It

unquestionably belonged to the Alexandrian recen-

sion at the time that the Septuagint translation

was made. The addition of the word,
"
waters,"

at the beginning of chap. xlvi. 8, was also not clue

to intention. As the same word ends the preced-

ing verse in Greek, it may have been repeated by
accident. It is, perhaps, more probable, however,

that it belonged to the translator's text. The

reference here is to the troops of soldiers sweeping

over the country like the rushing billows of an

overflowing river. The repetition of the word,

moreover, makes the reading correspond exactly

to the figure used for an army in Isa. viii. 7.

The waters symbolize the advancing host of the

Egyptians, whose mighty army is likened to the

annual inundation of the Nile, just as in this

latter chapter the Assyrian army is likened to

the periodical floods of the Euphrates. The added

word is not unfavourable to the Septuagint.

The clause,
" and of all the land," chap. li. 28,

was also not added to the Septuagint, as Graf

suggests. It simply occupies another place in the
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same sentence. In Greek it stands in the first

half, in Hebrew it stands in the second half, of the

verse. Although the order of the words in the

former is different from the order in the latter, the

rhythm of the verse-members in the Septuagint is

excellent. The rendering of the verse in Greek is,

in several respects, superior to that of the verse in

Hebrew, it also should be pointed out. The singu-

lar
"
king

"
is better than the plural

"
kings," which

appears to be incorrect. All the pronouns in

the Septuagint, moreover, refer consistently and

properly to the monarch, "the king," whereas

in the Hebrew two of them refer to the people,
" the Medes," and only one refers to the ruler of

the country. It is significant that this one has

the same form that each one has in Greek. This

fact indicates that the reading,
"
king of the

Medes," is more accurate than "
kings of the

Medes." It also seems to show that the words,
"
of his dominion," which are wanting in the

Septuagint, may have been added by a later hand

to the Massoretic text.

The ejaculation,
"
so may .it be, Jehovah,"

chap. iii. 19, is not inappropriate where it stands

in Greek, nor can one fairly claim that it did not

belong to the translator's text. The words were

naturally interjected by the prophet, and they

correspond with a similar form of expression in
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chap. xi. 5. As the appended words,
"
falsehoods

falsely," chap, xxvii. 15, are simply regarded by
Graf as

"
very useless at least," it may be quite

sufficient to reply that this objection does not

prove them to be spurious, nor does it prove them

to have been intentionally inserted by any one.

The same objection merely is urged against the

reading,
" the sword of Jehovah," instead of

"sword," chap. xlvi. 10. In neither of these two

cases is the addition absolutely useless. On the con-

trary, it increases the significance of the statement

in each verse. In the latter example, moreover, the

definite form in Greek is a classical one, as may be

seen at once by a reference to 1 Chron. xxi. 12.

4. Other additions again are explanatory glosses

or circumlocutions, which are frequently incorrect.

This charge can be as easily refuted as the foregoing

ones by studying the examples which Graf adduces

in support of his assertion.

The exclamation,
" Jerusalem !

"
chap. xiii. 20,

cannot be shown to be a gloss. It probably repre-

sents the only true reading in this place. It

belongs as naturally and as properly here as in

ver. 27, where it appears in both the Hebrew and

the Greek. Even the form of the verse in the

Massoretic text indicates that some such word

was understood, and possibly, at some time, was

expressed. The Hebrew verb is feminine and
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singular, while the possessive pronoun which

qualifies its subject is plural.
" This shows," as

Streane has observed,
" that the subject is a noun

of multitude, viz., Jerusalem personified as the

daughter of Zion. This thought harmonizes with

the words,
' the flock that was given thee,' the

inhabitants of the land in general."
1

Neither can the additional clause,
"
a letter to the

settlement (captivity) at Babylon," chap. xxix. 1, be

proved to be a gloss. The addition does not really

interrupt the connection of thought in the sentence,

as Hitzig asserts. It rather properly explains ex-

actly what seems to have taken place. Consistently

with the rest of the verse, the relative pronoun
"
which," in the Septuagint, is plural, and refers

to "the words of the writing" that was sent by
Jeremiah as a letter from Jerusalem to Babylon.

The whole verse, which is quite as complete in

the Greek as in the Hebrew, indicates the exist-

ence of a special text - recension. In the first

member of the verse in Greek there are two short

omissions,
" the prophet

"
and "

the residue ;

"
and

in the second member there is the important

addition just discussed, and there is also a long

omission, "whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried

away captive from Jerusalem to Babylon." Hitzig

1 The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, Jeremiah and

Lamentations, p. 10*7.
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admits that this latter sentence is rightly wanting
in the Septuagint, inasmuch as it is rendered

superfluous by- the succeeding verse.

The added clause,
"
upon him," chap. xvii. 5,

is not an explanatory note. The sentence is an

exceedingly easy one. No explanation whatever

was needed to make its meaning plain. Instead

of simplifying the verse, the addition renders it,

if anything, somewhat more difficult. Neither a

translator nor a later writer would have attempted
after this fashion to explain the sacred text. In

Hebrew the verse reads,
" Cursed is the man that

trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his arm
;

"
in

Greek the latter sentence reads,
" and places the

flesh of his arm upon him." The language in the

original of each text was just the same, with the

exception of the two additional words,
"
upon him."

The pronoun evidently refers to the second word

for man, in the first of the two sentences, as its

antecedent. The reading in the Septuagint, though

peculiar, is perfectly intelligible, and appears to

reproduce an ancient form of the Hebrew text

which the translator used.

The added sentence,
" and they have concealed

their cause of stumbling (punishment) from me,"

chap, xviii. 20, is neither a paraphrase nor a gloss.

It is rather a genuine piece of ancient text. It

affords a most convincing proof of the hypothesis of
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a special text-recension which formed the original

of the Alexandrian version. There is no reason

whatever to regard it as a gloss with Graf, nor to

consider it with Hitzig an excess or a redundance

in one verse. Instead of appearing to be an inter-

polation, it rather bears the appearance of genuine-

ness ; and instead of injuring the parallelism of the

verse-members, it rather gives them a rhythmical

balance. Thus both objections to it are unjust, and

the latter, that the words should be rejected because

they overload the verse, is really absurd. Hitzig

also foolishly supposes that the translator wrongly

inserted the sentence after the analogy of ver. 22,

because of having incorrectly interpreted it. The

sentence is most appropriate where it stands, and

gives an increased significance to the verse. There

seems to be a happy contrast in the Septuagint

between ver. 20 and ver. 23. In the former,

addressing Jehovah, the prophet says,
"
they have

concealed their cause of stumbling from me
;

"
in

the latter, he says,
"
let their cause of stumbling be

before thee."

The addition in chap. xxii. 17 is also neither a

paraphrase nor a gloss. It is another certain proof

of a twofold reading in the ancient Hebrew manu-

scripts. Moreover, the rendering of the Septuagint

is capital. In the Hebrew, the first half of the

verse reads,
" But thine eyes and thine heart are
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not but for thy covetousness ;" in the Greek it reads,

"Behold, neither are thine eyes nor is thy heart

good, but for thy covetousness." Instead of

"
But," the Septuagint has " Behold

;

"
instead of

one copula with a negative, it has two negatives of

the verb to be; and, instead of no adjective qualify-

ing either noun, it has the adjective, "good,"

qualifying each of the substantives, the very term

the verse requires to make the sense complete.

The differences between the two texts in this verse

are so peculiar and important that they must have

been recensional. They cannot have been the

outcome of intention on the part of the translator,

or on the part of any writer of a later time. There

is no unfitness in any of the added words. The

variations in the Greek are all appropriate, and

represent a classic form of Hebrew text.

5. Some additions are due to ignorance, or to

want of understanding, in translating the original

Hebrew text. The charge that the translator

omitted portions of his manuscript through ignorance

appears entirely improbable, but the charge that he

or a transcriber added to the text through ignorance

seems utterly unreasonable. In not a single instance

does Graf establish the probability of this charge.

The addition at the end of chap. i. 17,
" because

I am with thee to deliver ,,thee, declares Jehovah,"

does not rest upon an erroneous understanding of
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the text, as Graf asserts, nor did it arise from a

false interpretation of the preceding clause, as

Hitzig says. It affords another striking evidence

of a special text-recension. It, moreover, harmo-

nizes perfectly with the context in the Septuagint,

which contains encouragement and comfort for the

prophet. Neither is the addition taken from ver. 8,

as Graf believes. This assurance of the divine

presence and deliverance occurs in the Hebrew of

this chapter twice, namely, vers. 8, 19
; whereas, in

the Greek, it occurs thrice, namely, vers. 8, 17, 19.

It belongs as naturally and as appropriately in the

present place in Greek as in either of the other

places in both the Hebrew and the Greek. The

Septuagint rendering of the latter half of the verse

is almost wholly different from the Massoretic

rendering, but it is entirely consistent with itself,

as well as with the context.

The added clause,
" and concerning this man,"

chap. xxii. 18, was not inserted, because the trans-

lator misunderstood the meaning of vers. 14-17 of

this chapter. Between the two texts, throughout
these latter five verses, there are minor variations

of different kinds and of considerable significance

in every verse. The discrepancies, indeed, point

clearly to a special manuscript in each case. The

present addition is another example of recensional

divergences. In Tischendorfs edition of the
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Septuagint, the clause is printed as if it were in

apposition to
"
Jelioiakim

"
in the preceding clause.

This construction seems not to be correct. The

added words appear more properly to refer to

" Shallum the son of Josiah," whose fate the

prophet has described in vers. 11, 12. In perfect

consistency with this supposition, as Hitzig grants,

a plural verb,
"
they shall be buried," follows in

ver. 19 of the Septuagint. The plural verbs in

Greek, moreover, in ver. 15 and also in ver. 16,

fully confirm this supposition.

The added word "
earth," chap, xxxiii. 2, does

not seem to have arisen either from intentional

insertion or from imperfect understanding. Neither

does it necessarily appear so incorrect as Graf

assumes. It rather appears exceedingly appro-

priate where it stands, and seems unquestionably

to have belonged to the translator's text. It also

gives a necessary completeness to the verse.

Properly speaking, it is really another word, and

not an additional word in the sentence, inasmuch

as it simply takes the place of the second word,

"Jehovah," which is wanting in the Septuagint.

The repetition of this latter term in Hebrew is

somewhat peculiar, if not, indeed, altogether super-

fluous ; whereas, the rendering of the verse in

Greek is admirable, Grafs objection to the con-

trary notwithstanding. To an unprejudiced critic
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it seems to be superior, for the reason that it makes

much more natural sense, and corresponds much

more nearly with the parallel passage, Isa. xlv. 18,

which it very closely resembles. The order of the

words is slightly different, but the language is

almost identical.

The addition of " Jehovah" at the end of chap,

xxxviii. 27, Graf characterizes as
"
quite thought-

less
"
or unmeaning, but it is by no means certain

that his criticism is correct. The verse has a very

significant meaning in the Septuagint, and the

closing words are quite consistent with the context

in the Greek. In ver. 20 of this latter text,

instead of urging Zedekiah to obey
" the voice

of Jehovah," Jeremiah is described as urging him

to obey "the word of Jehovah." In the three

succeeding verses in the Hebrew, with some slight

verbal variations, the prophet is represented as

declaring to the king
"
the word

"
which Jehovah

had shown him. In the next two verses, the king

is represented as requesting the prophet to
"

let no

man know of these words," and to mention but

one of the subjects of their conversation, if
"
the

princes
"
should hear of their private meeting, and

should inquire of him the nature of their confer-

ence. Shortly afterwards, as seems to have been

expected, "the princes" came to Jeremiah, and

interviewed him, when he answered them accord-
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ing to the commandment of the king. "Then,"

continues the record in the Septuagint,
"
they (the

princes) left off speaking, because the word of

Jehovah was not reported." Instead of being

meaningless, the reading in the Greek seems to be

the ancient and correct one, and it seems also to

explain how the reading in the Hebrew should be

understood, inasmuch as in its present form it is

somewhat incomplete.

Thus a close examination of the various species

of addition, as classified for this investigation,

shows how unfounded and unfair are Grafs objec-

tions to their genuineness. In not a single instance

is his allegation strictly true. In some cases, it is

difficult to account with certainty for the additional

word or words, but these are very few indeed.

They probably were due in part, if not in whole, to

the imperfect condition of the ancient manuscripts.

The great majority of them, however, were due to

recensional divergences. Instead of belonging to

a later date than the time of the Septuagint trans-

lation, they belong to a much earlier date. Instead

of having arisen out of the received Hebrew text,

they arose out of a widely different text. Instead

of being generally spurious, they are generally, if

not always, genuine. If they do not, in every

case, exhibit the original text, they do, at least,

exhibit a very ancient form of it a much more
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ancient form, perhaps, than that exhibited by the

Massoretic text. In numerous passages Graf, as

well as Hitzig and Movers, recognizes the superi-

ority of the Septuagint reading, and also the

probable primitive character of the additions. In

the remaining passages, as a rule, if the Greek does

not represent a more primitive reading than the

Hebrew, it represents, at all events, the reading of

a different recension the Alexandrian recension.

The additions of letters, of which there are a

few, are interesting, inasmuch as they explain

the origin of a number of variations. Like the

omissions of letters, it is difficult to determine

which of them were recensional and which tran-

scriptional, as some of them were evidently due to

one cause and some of them to another. The

following are the chief examples :

lAjfil&m vii. 10
; NiBfl h&tift (?) vii. 16 ; xi. 14

;
:
- :-,: T -

:
'

D^D$ D^nBto, iii- 21
;

vii. 29 ; pi KI&-T, viii. 2
;T. *" T I V II*

ix. 21
; xvi. 4

; $# *\tf (?) xi. 16 ; Dnarrj D^ill,
xviii. 21

; inj?^ Vtygll (?)
xix. 7 ; I^TO W2M3,

xxii. 23 ; ^ VSrh] (?) xxx. 16
; n

xxxi. 21; a^-l^n D^D^", xxxii. 12;
. .. T : T '

irfbT^, xxxvi. 25; n^n niiiaa, xli. 17 ; ^y:aT:-; : :-: T :

^ 1

?^ xlix. 1 ; d^^-Q^S, 1- 39
;

}l 3 -



CHAPTER IV.

THE VARIATIONS TRANSPOSITIONS.

THE character of the Transpositions in the Septua-

gint is remarkable, arid the evidence they furnish

of recensional divergences 'is significant. They

comprise letters, words, verses and chapters. Of

these four species, some one or other kind occurs

in nearly every chapter of the book. The trans-

position of chapters, being the most manifest and

striking, has always attracted much attention. On

account of its interest and importance, this species

of transposition should be considered first.

From about the middle of chap. xxv. to the

beginning of chap. lii. the numbering of the

chapters is entirely different. This difference is

chiefly due to the position occupied by the nine"

prophecies against foreign nations. In each text,

this group of prophecies stands together ; but, in

the Greek, it is found near the middle, in the

Hebrew, near the end, of the book. In the former,

it follows immediately after chap. xxv. 13 ;
in the

latter, it begins with chap. xlvi. Not only does
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the general arrangement of these prophecies differ

widely, but also their particular order of sequence

amongst themselves differs considerably. Their

order in the Greek is Elam, Egypt, Babylon,

Philistia, Edom, Ammon, Kedar, Damascus, Moab ;

their order in the Hebrew is Egypt, Philistia,

Moab, Ammon, Edom. Damascus, Kedar, Elam,

Babylon.

Although it is not the special purpose of this

investigation to discuss exhaustively either the
'

arrangement or the order of these prophecies,

being chiefly concerned with the arguments for

a different text-recension, yet the subject is too

interesting in itself to: be entirely left alone, and

too important for the present hypothesis to be

very slightly touched. It, therefore, claims a fair

and full consideration. The discussion involves

two questions the position and the grouping of

these nine prophecies. Respecting eacli it can be

shown that the Alexandrian version exhibits the

more ancient as well as the more natural form of

this prophetic book.

The first question is of particularly great im-

portance, because of the logical relation between

the different parts of the book. It admits, more-

over, of a thoroughly critical treatment and of a

tolerably certain settlement. The second question

is of comparatively small importance, because the
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grouping of the individual prophecies is practically

immaterial, so long as the subject-matter in each

case is substantially the same. This question,

further, does not admit of a decisive answer. At

least, while the one may seem more original than

the other, it, perhaps, can never be determined

with absolute certainty which grouping is the

more correct. Much may be said, as much already

has been said, in favour of the combination in each

text. It may, however, be pretty positively settled

which one the translator had before him in the

manuscript he used.

Taking these questions in the order of their

importance, it is necessary to consider, first, the

correctness, and, secondly, the originality, of the

position of the prophecies in each case. Their

position, it should be observed, must be considered

independently of the position of similar prophecies

in any other book of Scripture. In some of the

other books, the prophecies against the heathen

do not stand at the end of the work, but occupy

a position analogous to that here occupied by the

present group in Greek. The analogy, though

interesting and significant, is in no way conclusive.

The indirect evidence it furnishes, while favourable

to the Septuagint, is not sufficient of itself to

decide the matter with perfect certainty. The

position of this group has nothing whatever to do
a
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with that of either of the other groups. The

question, therefore, must be considered simply on

its own merits
;
and it must be determined, if at

all, by the relation of these nine prophecies to the

general contents of the book. In endeavouring to

determine it, reference must be made particularly

to the relation between the two parts into which

chap. xxv. is divided by their insertion immedi-

ately after ver. 13 in the Septuagint, or rather by
their removal to the beginning*] of chap. xlvi. in

the Massoretic text.

A careful reading of chap. xxv. in the Hebrew

will show that there is really something wanting

after ver. 13 to connect it logically with the

section which begins with ver. 1 5. In this latter

section there is an enumeration of the nations to

which the prophet is said to have been directed

by Jehovah to offer, figuratively, of course, the

wine-cup of the divine fury; or, in other words,

to foreshadow the ruin of those nations whose

overthrow should be involved in the general

destruction which is described in ver. 11. In the

main, the names of these nations correspond with

the names of those against whom the nine pro-

phecies in question were proclaimed. For this

reason, one would naturally expect them to appear

in close connection with the enumeration mentioned.

This expectation is realized in the Septuagint.
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Here the group of prophecies begins directly after

ver. 13, and the section commencing with ver. 15

follows at once as chap, xxxii. In this position,

the prophecies stand connected with kindred

matter
; whereas, in the position which they occupy

in the Hebrew, they stand unconnected with any

thing whatever of a kindred character. Having,

therefore, in this latter text no logical connection

with the preceding chapters, they are manifestly

out of place.

Moreover, as chap. xxv. 13 in the Hebrew reads,

it has no legitimate connection either with that

which goes before or with that which follows. In

its present form it is altogether inappropriate,

"because," as Bleek observes, "in the foregoing

part of the book there are no threatening discourses

whatever against heathen nations."
*

In the

Septuagint, on the other hand, ver. 13 ends with

the clause, "in this book." This term here, as

elsewhere in Jeremiah, seems to be equivalent to

a volume, or a collection of prophetic writings,

of which the prophet wrote, or rather dictated,

several; and it refers both to what immediately

precedes and to what immediately succeeds. It

is to be understood of the "
book," or roll, which

1 " Da im vorhergehenden Theile ties Buches sich nocli gar keine

Drohreden wider fremcle Volker finden." Einleitung in das Alte

Testament, p. 326.
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contained the prophecies against the
"
nations

"

mentioned in the section already discussed. In

the Massoretic text, these prophecies are not

included in this, "book," but in another "book."

or, perhaps, in what might have been a separate

roll or volume.

Again, the section beginning with ver. 15 in-

dicates that the prophecies properly belong where

they stand in Greek. They form the natural

connection between the two parts of this chapter,

vers. 8-13 constituting a suitable introduction,

and vers. 15-30 a suitable supplement. Their

presence, too, is required here, not only by the

general enumeration given in this latter section,

but also by the special description it contains, that

is, of the wine-cup of the divine fury. In the

prophecy respecting Edorn, chap. xlix. 12, where

this same term occurs, the words are not an

"echo" from ver. 28 of this section, as Hitzig

suggests; but, with the prophecies in their right

position, they form a faint outline in the former

verse of a picture which in the latter verse appears

in full. In the one case the figure is partially, in

the other case completely, developed. From these

considerations, it is evident that, in the Septuagint,

these prophecies occupy their proper place.

Not only is this earlier position the one which,

from their relation to the context, they would
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naturally occupy, but also it is the one which they

must have originally occupied in each text. That

is, this is where they evidently stood in the

originals of both the Hebrew and the Greek. That

their position in the former was once the same as

their position in the latter, is rendered practically

certain by a critical comparison of the two texts.

These prophecies at one time must have stood in

the middle of the book, following immediately

after chap. xxv. 13, because the sentence, "which

Jeremiah hath prophesied against all the nations,"

occupies the same place in each text. In the

Hebrew, though, it stands as the conclusion of

ver. 13, while, in the Greek, it stands as the intro-

duction to these nine prophecies. The sentence is

not an appositional expression, as the Hebrew

implies, but an introductory title, and has no direct

relation to ver. 13. It simply connects the two

parts of this
"
book," or roll. It should, moreover,

be translated,
" What (the things which) Jeremiah

prophesied against the nations," and should be

placed as a superscription to the prophecies, as it is

found in the Septuagint translation. It, of course,

as critics all agree, was not inserted here by

Jeremiah, but by his secretary Baruch, or by an

early editor, just as many, if not all, of the other

superscriptions to chapters and paragraphs and

prophecies were inserted.
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This opinion receives the strongest possible

support from Bleek, who regards the sentence in

question as undoubtedly intended for a superscrip-

tion in each text, and considers it appropriate

where it stands only when, as in the Septuagint, it

is followed by a series of utterances concerning

foreign nations. After showing its unsuitableness

as a title to the list of nations given in vers.

15-38, he says, "The maker of. the Massoretic

recension, however, who transplanted those other

oracles against individual nations from, here to the

end of the book, has, as Movers also properly

observes, misunderstandingly drawn the doubtful

words to the context of the prophecy, together

with the insertion of ^3, and then also, for the

purpose of connecting it with the foregoing, has

placed at the beginning of ver. 14 a 13, which like-

wise did not originally stand there, and which the

Septuagint does not express."
x

This explanation,

though good so far as it goes, does not go far

enough. As the whole of ver. 14 is wanting in

the Septuagint, it, too, may have been inserted by
1 " Der Urlieber cter masorethisehen Recension, aber, tier jene

anderen Orakel wider einzelne Volker von hier an den Schluss des

Buclies verpflanzte, hat (wie richtig anch Movers bemerkt) die

fraliclien Wbrte missverstandlich mit zum Gontexte der Weissaun

gezogen mit Einschaltung von TO und dann aucli v. 14 (am

AnFange) zur Aiikniipfung an das Yorliergenende ein *O gesetzt, was

nrspriinglicli ebenfalls nicht dastand, und was die Septuaginta aucli

nicht ausdriickt." Einleiiung in das Alte Testament, p. 326.
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an ancient copyist or editor, in order to connect

ver. 13 with ver. 15, after the prophecies, which the

words in question originally introduced, had been

removed. At any rate, the fact that the intro-

ductory sentence occupies exactly the same place

in each text seems to prove that it is an ancient

title, and not a "gloss," as Orelli
1

surprisingly

asserts
;
and the additions mentioned by Bleek

appear to indicate that ver. 13 in Hebrew was

changed, and ver. 14 inserted, not through mis-

understanding, but through intelligent design.

A further comparison of the two texts corro-

borates the probability of this conjecture. The

omissions from the Septuagint in vers. 8-14 indi-

cate that this section was once substantially the

same in each text. The absence of "all," in the

first member of ver. 9, Hitzig admits to be a better

reading because of the singular,
"
that nation," in

ver. 12, and "that land," in ver. 13. The clause,
" and unto Nebuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon,

my servant," in ver. 9, Graf himself regards as

the addition of a later hand, as well as the clauses,

"the king of Babylon . . . and the land of the

Chaldeans," in ver. 12. The absence of the whole

of ver. 14, which is unsuited to the context, is also

in favour of the reading in the Septuagint. It

appears unquestionably to have been either a gloss

1
Kurzgefasster Kommentar, etc., Vierte Abteilung, p. 217.
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or a marginal note. A literal rendering of vers.

11-13, as they now stand in the Greek, and as

they once seem to have stood in the Hebrew, will

illustrate the superiority of the Septuagint trans-

lation of the section under consideration. It will

also show how appropriately this passage intro-

duces the prophecies in question, and how admir-

ably the reading of the version corresponds with

the probabilities, so far as they can be estimated,

and also with the facts, so far as they can be

ascertained. The verses read,
" And all the land

(Judah) shall be a desolation, and they (the Jews)
shall serve amongst the nations seventy years ; and

when the seventy years are accomplished (com-

pare chap. xxix. 10), I will punish that nation

(Babylonia), and I will make them (the Baby-

lonians) a perpetual desolation ;
and I will bring

upon that land (Babylonia) all my words which I

have pronounced against it, even all that is written

in this book."

Having shown that the position of these pro-

phecies in the Septuagint is not only the proper

one, but also the original one, even in the Masso-

retic text itself, it is worth observing that this

position corresponds to that of similar prophecies

in other Old Testament books. The analogy, as

has already been admitted, possesses no special

argumentative importance, but it is interesting, to
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say the least. Concerning the different positions

and the respective claims of each to originality,

Kiihl significantly says,
" In the other great

prophets, Ezekiel and Isaiah, the prophecies against

the heathen stand in the middle, between penal

and expostulatory discourses to the particular

people and Messianic predictions of the future. In

like manner, we could, with perfect right, expect

them here also in the middle. Now we even actu-

ally find in chap. xxv. an enumeration of the

nations, to whom the prophet, at the command of

Jehovah, should reach forth the wine-cup of the

divine fury ; and the number and names of these

nations substantially correspond with the nations

against which the prophecies in chaps, xlvi.-xlix.

(li.)
are directed. If one reads chap, xxv., there

really remains something missing ;
one seeks even

here the presentation of the prophecies, such as

chaps, xlvi.-xlix.
(li.)."

*

1 " In den andern grossen Propheten, Ezecliiel und Jesaja, stelien

die Weissagungen gegen die Heiden in der Mitte zwischen Straf- und
Mahnreden an das eigene Volk und messianisclien Zukunftsweissa-

gungen. Wir konnten sie also mit Fug und Eecht liier auch in der

Mitte erwarten. Nun finden \vir auch wirklich in Kap. xxv. eine

Aufzahlung der Volker, denen der Prophet auf Jalnves Geheiss den

Becher des Gotteszornes reichen soil ;
und die Anzahl und Nameii

dieser Volker stimmen im Wesentlichen iiberein mit den Vblkern,

gegen die sich die Weissagungen in Kap. xlvi.-xlix. (li.) richten.

Liest man Kap. xxv., so Lleibt wirklicli etwas felilen
;
man sucht

die Ausfiihrung der Weissagungen, also Kap. xlvi.-xlix. (li.),

sclion hier." Das Verhaltniss der Massora zur Septuaginta, p. 15.



106 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

As this collection of prophecies forms in each

text a connected whole, it is evident that the

entire group has been, at some time, we know not

when, by some one, we know not who, for some

reason, we know not why, bodily transferred from

one part to another part of the book. Their

removal, moreover, was clearly intentional, and not

accidental. The reason may have been to give

precedence to the prophecies respecting the Jews,

and thns to keep them separate, deeming
" the end

of the book the fitting place for them," as Streane

suggests, "and by this position leaving the pro-

phecies which had to do with the Jews themselves

distinct and preceding them." l At all events, their

arbitrary transposition was not the work of the

Alexandrian translator, inasmuch as both the

Hebrew and the Greek prove that, in the Septua-

gint, these prophecies occupy their proper and

original place. The change was evidently made by
a later editor or copyist in the Massoretic recension

or text itself.

. On this point, Scholz, in discussing the differ-

ence of arrangement which he with Bleek attributes

to a subsequent reviser, forcefully observes, "That

the alterations do not proceed from the translator

appears from the character of his translation incon-

1 The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, Jeremiah and

Lamentations, Introduction, p. xxxvi.



THE VABIATIONS TRANSPOSITIONS. 107

testable. It is unthinkable that he should have

made such great changes, while he not merely, with

tolerable accuracy, translates from word to word,

but even renders sentences in which he can find no

sense, writes Hebrew words, whose meaning he

does not know, with Greek letters, without trans-

lating them, and so forth. The words,
' And I

will bring upon that land all my words which I

have pronounced against it, even all that is written

in this book,' ver. 13, also speak decidedly for this,

that the prophecies against the nations formerly

stood here, and, indeed, so much the more, as the

words,
' and the king of Sheshach shall drink after

them/ etc., ver. 26, are certainly spurious ; so that,

thus, in the prophecy, xxv. 14-38, respecting the

land concerning which, according to ver. 13, the

discourse must chiefly be, not a syllable stood in

'

this book.' Hence it follows that the arrange-

ment of the book in six great divisions (Dekaden)

is in the Septuagint alone correct."
l

1 " Dass die Aenderungen niclit vom Uebersetzer herriihren, gelit

aus clem Cliarukter seiner Uebersetzung uimvidersprechlich hervor.

Es ist undenkbar, class derselbe, vahrend er nicht nur mit ziemliclier

Genauigkeit von Wort zu Wort iibersetzt, selbst Satze, in denen

er keinen Sinn finden kann, widergibt, hebraische Wo'rter, deren

Bedeutung er nicht kennt, mit griechischen Buchstaben, ohne sie zu

iibersetzen, schreibt u. s. w., so grosse Aenderungen sollte gemacht
haben. Audi sprechcn die Worte, v. 13, 'Et adducam super terram

illam omnia verba mea, quse locutus sum contra earn, omne, quod
scriptum est in libra isto,' entschieden clatur, class die Weissa-

gungen gegeu die Vo'lker ehemals Mer standen, und zwar um so
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Notwithstanding the convincing character of the

evidence respecting the ancient position of these

prophecies, it is remarkable that in the latest com-

mentary on this book of any critical importance,

Orelli asserts, not only that the place they occupy
in the Septuagint is not the more correct, but also

that it is not their primitive position. He con-

siders that their insertion after chap. xxv. 1 3

awkwardly cuts this chapter into two pieces. He

admits, though, that their position in the Masso-

retic text is not the original one.
" In the earliest

editions of the book," he says,
" most of the

declarations respecting foreigners, which now stand

at the end of it, must have stood in the immediate

neighbourhood of chap, xxv."
* He is disposed to

believe that they formerly followed immediately

after this chapter. Kuenen, who has long advo-

cated this latter position, also admits that " with

chap, xxv.j particularly with vers. 15-26, the first

group of prophecies against the heathen is certainly

mehr, als die Worte, v. 26,
' et rex Sesacb bibet post eos,' u. s. w.

sicher unaclit sind, so dass also in der Weissagung, xxv. 14-38,

von dem Lande, von dem nach v. 13 liauptsaclilicli die Rede seiu

miisste, in dem libra isto keine Sylbe stiinde. Hiezu kommt,
dass die Einrichtung des Buches in 6 Dekaden nur bei LXX.

riclitig ist." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX-Uebersetzung, etc.,

p. 156.
1 " In den friihesten Ausgaben des Buclies die meisten jetzt an

seinem Schluss benndliehen Spriicbe iiber die Auswartigen sicb in

unmittelbarer Nalie von c. 25 befxinden baben miissen." Kurzge-

fasster Kommentar, etc., Vierte Abteilung, p. 217.
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connected."
l Ewald and Kiihl, it is worth noting

further in this connection, both make the same

admission respecting their position in the Hebrew,

but the former supposes that they stood originally

just before chap, xxv., because he thinks the words,
"
these nations," ver. 9, indicate this place, while

the latter supposes that they once stood just after

ver. 29, because he thinks the rest ofthe chapter con-

stitutes a kind of recapitulation of the entire group.

In answer to Kiihl, it should be pointed out that

vers. 30-38 form a natural conclusion to chap, xxv.,

as it now stands, but that they would not follow

naturally after the group of prophecies, as he

suggests. It would be neither natural nor appro-

priate to say, "Therefore prophesy thou against

them all these words," etc., just after the prophecies

had already been delivered. In answer to Ewald,

it should be remarked that the two words,
"
these

nations," imply no such position of these prophecies

as he proposes, even though they both were

genuine. The pronoun, "these," however, is not

only superfluous, as Hitzig says, but is also wanting
in the Septuagint, in which the reading,

"
all the

nations round about it," is, as Hitzig likewise says,

indisputably preferable.

1 " Met H. xxv., 'bepaaldelijk met vs. 15-26, liaugt de eerste groep
der profetien tegen de heidenen stellig zaiuen." Historisch-Kritisch

Onderzoek, etc., Tweede Deel, 1863, p. 218.
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In reply to all of these four critics, each of whom

suggests for these nine prophecies a position other

than that which they now occupy in either of the

texts, it is sufficient to observe that, whereas the

prophecies might stand tolerably well, perhaps, just

after chap, xxv., as Ewald and Orelli both believe,

there are only two positions legitimately under

consideration in the discussion of this subject.

We are concerned at present with two, and only

two, textual authorities. The question is, Which

one of these preserves the original position in the

ancient text-recensions by means of which they

have been individually handed down to us 1 From

this investigation, it is manifest that the position

in the Septuagint is the earlier and the more

original of the two
;
that is, it is the most original

of which there is at present any record. There is

not a vestige of evidence to show that the pro-

phecies ever occupied other than one of two

positions in either the Palestinean or the Alex-

andrian recension
; and the form of chap, xxv., and

of ver. 13 especially, clearly indicates that they

now should stand in the middle of that chapter,

and that they once did stand there in each recen-

sion. If the position in the Septuagint, therefore,

does not represent the prophet's own arrangement,

it certainly indicates the form in which his writings

were originally arranged.
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Coming now to the discussion of the second

question, it is also necessary to consider the correct-

ness and the originality of the order of sequence of

these prophecies amongst themselves. Judging
the matter from circumstantial considerations, Graf

maintains that the order in the Hebrew text is the

more natural. He says,
" The succession in which

these nations are mentioned is such as most natur-

ally follows from the situation and the circum-

stances. Egypt appears first, because from the

defeat of her forces, described in chap. xlvi. 3-12,

the disaster, indeed, proceeded to the other nations
;

then comes Philistia, which bordered alike on

Egypt and on Judah ; and the three countries

which lay immediately on the other side, Moab and.

Ammon, the ever - united kindred nations, and

Edom, the kindred nation of Judah; then Syria,

which bordered on Israel, and which once stood in

' such manifold relations to it
; finally, the Arabian

tribes which dwelt away as far as the Euphrates." V

1 "Die Eeihenfolge, in welcber diese Volker aufgeiiihrt wercleu,

1st so wie sie sich ans Lage uncl Umstanclen am naturlichsten ergab :

Aegypten erscheint zuerst, clenn von cler xlvi. 3-12 geschilderten

Niederlage seiner Kriegsmacht ging ja das Ungliick liber die a'udern

Volker aus, claim koinmt Philistaa, welclies zugleich an Aegypten
und an Juda grenzte, uncl die drei Lander, welche auf der anclern

Seite zunachst lagen, Moab uncl Ammon, die stets vcrbundenen

Brudervblker, und Edom, das Brudervolk Juda's, dann das an Israel

grenzende und init diesem einst in so vielfachen. Bezielmngen
steliende Syrien, endlich die bis naeh clem Eupbrat liin wohnenden

arabischen Stamrae." Der Prophet Jeremia, p. 506.
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There is something interesting, it must be ad-

mitted, in the order of these prophecies in the

Hebrew, proceeding, as it does, to some extent,

from the countries near to Palestine to those which

are more distant from it
;
but this principle is not,

by any means, consistently observed. A certain

geographical arrangement, too, is traceable, though
it is not very definite or distinct. In general, its

course is from the south toward the north and

east, but this direction is not followed with sufficient

accuracy to possess . any very great significance.

Indeed, the principle which underlies the grouping

in either text is far from obvious, and cannot be

with certainty determined. When Graf asserts,

however, that the order in the Hebrew follows most

naturally from all the circumstances, his assertion

is too sweeping by a good deal. After the pro-

phecies had been fulfilled, the order might be

regarded as more natural, perhaps ; but, from chap,

xxv. 13, one might most naturally expect the

prophecy against Babylon to come first. It does

not occupy this position, though, in either of the

texts. In the Greek, it stands in the third place

of the group, coming immediately after the pro-

phecy against Egypt ; in the Hebrew, it stands at

the very end of the group. Streane considers that

it is more natural to begin with Egypt, because

this was " the nation whose overthrow by Nebu-
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chadnezzar would be the signal to the rest of a

similar fate."
l This prophecy, however, would not

necessarily be so understood until after the events

predicted had transpired.

Graf also considers that the order of these pro-

phecies in Hebrew is suited both to their subject-

matter and to their time of composition.
2 The

first assertion is possibly correct ; the second asser-

tion is probably incorrect. While the order in

chaps, xlvi.-li. agrees in general with the enume-

ration which is given in chap. xxv. 15-26, the

succession of the prophecies against Moab, Ammou
and Edom in this latter chapter is inverted. This

enumeration of nations, however, does not in each

text exactly correspond. The Septuagint, besides

omitting
" and all the kings of the land of Uz,"

ver. 20 ;

"
the isle," ver. 22

;

" and all the kings of

Arabia," ver. 24 ;

" and all the kings of Zimri,"

ver. 25 ;

" and the king of Sheshach shall drink

after them," ver. 26, reads "Roz" for "Buz,"

ver. 23; "Persians" for "Medes," and "all the

kings of the East" for "all the kings of the

North," ver. 26. Thus, while the Hebrew order

fairly suits the subject-matter in the Massoretic

text, it does not specially suit the subject-matter in

1 The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, Jeremiah and

Lamentations, p. 284.

2 Der Prophet Jeremia, Einleitnng, p. li.

H
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the Alexandrian text. That this order agrees with

the time of the composition of these prophecies is

neither certain nor probable. It is not certain,

inasmuch as there are no historic data available for

purposes of proof ;
it is not probable, inasmuch as

the prophecy against Babylon can hardly have

been spoken at a later period than any of the rest.

Instead of having been composed last, one would

naturally expect from chap. xxv. 8-12 that it would

have been composed first. The exact time, how-

ever, of the composition of the respective prophecies

cannot be absolutely shown.

The prophecies in the Greek, Graf further says,

have been quite arbitrarily transposed by an

application to them of later circumstances. This

assertion is even more groundless than either of

the two preceding ones. There is not the slightest

reason for supposing that the ancient order in the

Greek was ever intentionally changed. That a

prophecy may have been accidentally misplaced is

possible, perhaps, although, there is no conclusive

evidence that this is really the case. In the

Hebrew, on the other hand, not only is there con-

siderable reason for supposing that the order has

been changed, but also there is substantial evidence

of such a change. The Hebrew order has the

appearance of having been altered, partly with refer-

ence to the enumeration of nations in chap. xxv.
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15-26, and partly with reference to the supposed

order of fulfilment of the prophecies. The position

of the prophecy against Babylon is an indication that

it must have been inserted purposely in this place

by some one after the events predicted had already

taken place. Further evidence of this assertion is

furnished by the fact that the statement,
" and the

king of Sheshach shall drink after them," chap,

xxv. 26, is unquestionably spurious. It is plainly

an interpolation having no legitimate connection

where it stands. It seems, as Bleek believes, and

as Graf himself admits, to have been added by a

later hand with reference to the position of the

prophecy respecting Babylon, which appears in

Hebrew as chaps. 1., li. The whole sentence is

wanting in the Septuagint, as well as the word
" Sheshach

"
also in chap. li. 41. This latter term,

moreover, cannot have proceeded from Jeremiah,

as Hitzig says, because, as he justly adds, the

prophet had no reason whatever to employ such a

form of cabalistic writing.

"While there is no probability that the order in

the Greek has been "arbitrarily transposed," as

Graf asserts, and while there is great probability

that the order in the Hebrew has been purposely

arranged according to a principle, partly geogra-

phical, partly chronological, the absolute correctness

of the one or of the other is difficult, if not impos-
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sible, to determine. Inasmuch as the Hebrew lias

been evidently altered, there is good reason to

regard the order in the Greek as the more correct.

What the principle underlying the order in the

Septuagint may have been, however, is by no

means clear. Scholz, though, offers a suggestion

which, if not convincing, is at least ingenious. He

says, "Why does the short utterance respecting

Elarn, which certainly had long since ceased to

play an important part, stand at the very begin-

ning ? Possibly, because the first exploit of the

ancestor of Israel was performed against an Elamite

(Gen. xiv.). The second World-wide Power with

which Israel came into hostile relations is Egypt, and

the third is Babylon the last as the inheritress of

Nineveh. Thus were the utterances respecting the

three great nations first brought into chronological

order."
l

The question of the priority of the order of

sequence in each text is also difficult to decide

with certainty. As the succession in the Septua-

1 "Warum steht der Heine Ausspruch liber Aelam, das zudein

langst aufgehbrt liatte, eine entscheidende Eolle zu spielen, voran ?

Etwa, weil die erste That des Stammvaters Israels gegen einen

Alamiten gericlitet ist Gen. xiv. ? Die zweite Weltmaclit, nrit der

Israel feindlicli zusammentraf, ist Aegypten, die dritte Babel,

letzteres zngleicli als Erbin Ninive's. So warden zuerst die Aus-

spriiche ttber die grossen Volker in chronologischer Ordnung

gebracht." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX- Ueberseteung, etc.,

p. 157.
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gint appears to be the more correct, so also, with

greater reason, it appears to be the more primitive.

Whether this arrangement indicates the order of

the composition of each particular prophecy or not,

it seems to indicate the original order of its publi-

cation in manuscript form. The exact period of

the composition of each, however, is not definitely

known and cannot be definitely determined. The

small amount of accurate historical information

which we possess respecting these ancient times

srenders the determination of the date of many, if

not most, of them absolutely impossible. Accord-

ing to the list of nations, chap. xxv. 15-26, one

would naturally expect, if the order in this section

had any real significance, that the prophecy against

Egypt should stand first in the collection, and that

against Elam last. Instead of this being the case,

Elam begins the group. Hence it is evident that

the arrangement in the Greek was not determined

with reference to this enumeration. It is reason-

able, therefore, to believe that this was its original

place in the collection. The translator gave, one

must assume, the order which obtained in the

ancient manuscript which he used. Had he found

the succession in chap. xxv. 15-26 reproduced,

he surely would have followed it. The great age

of the Septuagint, and the circumstances under

which the translation was made, all point to the
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conclusion that it presents, as nearly as can be

known, the primitive order of sequence of these

prophecies amongst themselves.

It is significant, though, that at the end of the

prophecy against Elam and at the commencement

of chap. xxvi. in the Septuagint, it is stated that

this prophecy was composed in the beginning of

the reign of Zedekiah. This statement shows that

the order of the prophecies in the Alexandrian

version was not made to harmonize with the time

of their respective composition, inasmuch as one

of them, at least, must have been composed

earlier than the reign of Zedekiah, if the date of

the prophecy against Egypt be correct. As both

the Hebrew and the Greek agree in reference to

this date, there is reason to regard it as authentic.

This latter prophecy was probably read to king

Jehoiakim, and was certainly delivered before the

time of Pharaoh-Necho's disastrous overthrow at

Carchemish. Disregarding this date, Scholz, who

defends the Alexandrian order, supposes that the

prophecy against Elam was "composed earlier

than any other
;

"
and Kiihl, who defends the

Massoretic order, asserts that it was " written

later than the rest." The record of the first date

seems to be an explanatory note which formerly

stood in the margin of the ancient manuscripts.

In that case it was probably, at a time prior to
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the translation of the Septuagint, inserted in the

text as a chronological subscription, because of

the unexpected place which this prophecy occupied

in the ancient collection.

If this supposition be correct, the marginal

note, or the chronological subscription, whichever

it may be, affords important evidence of the

originality of the order in the Septuagint. How-

ever the historic statement may be explained, it

apparently indicates the primitive position of this

.particular prophecy. Scholz's discussion of this

question is worthy of consideration.
" That the

prophecy against Elam stands in the original place

appears, in the highest degree, probable," he says,
"
through this, that the Greek text here displays

an indubitably primitive peculiarity. The pro-

phecy against Elam has in connection with it, and,

indeed, alone in the ivliole book, a subscription :

' In the beginning of the reigning of king Zedekiah

was this word concerning Elam.' It is quite in-

credible that a reviser of the present Massoretic

text, for instance, should .have hit upon the

thought of converting here for the only time,

against the usage of the entire book, as well as

against his own custom, a superscription into a

subscription; while, on the contrary, it is per-

fectly explicable how a reviser may have

held it in order to remove this peculiarity by
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placing the subscription at the beginning of a

section."
1

Moreover, as the name of Babylon does not

appear in the list of nations given in chap,

xxv. 15-26, being rightly wanting, as has been

pointed out, the transposition of three of the pro-

phecies, namely, those respecting Elam, Moab a.nd

Damascus, leaving the prophecy respectiDg Babylon
where it stands in Greek, would make the order of

sequence of the prophecies amongst themselves

harmonize in general with the above-mentioned

enumeration. The change might have been made

easily and with very little trouble, if the translator

had been disposed to tamper with his text. For

the reason that he did not make this change, it is

quite improbable that the divergent order of the

prophecies was due, in any sense, to intention on

his part. The originality of the arrangement in

the Septuagint is further indicated by the fact

1 " Dass die Weissagung gegen Aelam bei LXX. an urspriinglicher

Stelle stelit, wird libehst wahrscheinlick dadurcli, dass der griecHsclie

Text hier erne unzweifelhaft urspriingliche EigentMimlichkeit zeigt.

Die Weissagung gegen. Aelam hat bei ihnen \md zwar allein imganzen
Buche eine. Unterschrift: 'E* xp^Sj paaftevovTos'Sitiex.iovpaffi'hivf eyei/tro 6

hoyo; ovro; xipi Afatifi. Es ist gaiiz unglaublich,dass z. B. ein Bearbeiter

des jetzigen masorethischen Textes anf den. Einfall sollte gekommen
sein, gegen den Gebrauch des ganzen Btiches \md seinen eigenen hier

das einzige Mai eine TJeberschriftin eine TJnterschrift zu verwandeln,

\vahrend es umgekehrt vollkommen erklarlich ist, wie ein Diaskeuast

es fiir in Ordnung gehalten habe, diese Unregelmassigkeit dadurch

zu beseitigen, dass er die Untersehrift an den Anfang des Stiickes

stellte." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX-Uebersetsung, etc., p. 157.
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that it is entirely independent of any principle

either of geographical position or of prophetical ful-

filment. On this point Scholz again significantly

observes, "Finally, there speaks directly for the

Septuagint the circumstance, that the regulating

principle in the Massoretic text, which is plainly

conformable to chap. xxv. 14 seq., is manifest, while

in the Septuagint it is, at least, obscure. But now

how could it happen that any one should set aside

what was clear and also, on superficial reading, easy

^to understand, and put in its place what even to

himself was unintelligible?! So much the more,

as to put the separate pieces in another place,

instead of following the simple copy, could not

be done without trouble. Whereas, how easily,

especially if the translator had been '

inconsiderate

and superficial,' could, in some way, a short pro-

phecy, for instance, against Damascus have fallen

out ! Likewise, moreover, do preponderating

reasons also speak for the originality of the order

of the prophecies in the Septuagint."
l

Thus the investigation of the position, and also

1 " Endlieh spricht fur LXX. geracle der Umstand, dass das orcl-

nende Princip bei dem masorethischen Texte sichtlich dem cap.

xxv. 14 ff. conform, klar, bei LXX. aber mindestens unklar 1st.

Wie kame nun aber Jemand dazu, Klares und'auch bei oberflach-

licliera Lesen leiclit Erkcnnbares bei Seite zu legen, und ihin selbst

Unverstandliches an die Stelle zu setzen ? ! Um so mehr, als es

nicht miihelos sein konnte, statt der einfachen Abschrift die einzelnen

Stiieke an anderer Stelle unterzubringen. Wie leiclit konnte da,
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of the order of the prophecies, leads to a similar

conclusion. In each respect the Septuagint trans-

lation possesses the superiority. Of the correct-

ness and originality of the position in the version,

there can be no reasonable donbt; and, if the order

in the latter be not the absolutely correct and

original one, it is apparently and with great proba-

bility, the earlier one of the two. The order,

moreover, is most likely the one which the Greek

translator found before him in the manuscript he

used. The justice of this conclusion appears to be

unquestionable. Its reasonableness, it is believed,

will be admitted by every unprejudiced investi-

gator. Kuenen even, though he is generally

against the Septuagint, honestly acknowledges

the probability that the position in the Hebrew

has been intentionally changed, as well as the

improbability that either the position or the order

in the Greek was changed by the translator.

While believing that neither text exhibits the

primitive form of the book in respect to these nine

prophecies, he frankly says,
"
It does not follow

from this that they have always stood, as in the

Massoretic text, at the end of the entire collection;"

zumal venn der Uebersetzer 'leichtfertig tind oberflacMich '

gewesen

ware, etwa eine kleine Weissagung z. B. gegen Damaskus ausfallen !

So sprechen also atich iibervviegencle Griinde fur die Ursprting-
liclikeit der Eeilienfolge der Weissagungen bei LXX." Der masoreth.

Text und die LXX-lfebersetzung, etc., p. 158.
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and lie justly adds,
"
neither lias it been proved

that the Greek translator took the liberty of trans-

posing and transplanting these prophecies."
l

There is the clearest evidence that both the

ancient position and the ancient order in the

Massoretic text have been, at some time, arbitrarily

changed. The transposition in each case was

evidently made by a later editor or reviser after

the events predicted had transpired. An impartial

consideration of all the circumstances renders this

conclusion practically certain. The reason for the

change in each respect has been so clearly and

forcibly stated by Bleek, that it is important in

concluding this discussion to quote in full his very

reasonable explanation.
" Were the Massoretie

recension," he says, "the more original, then it

would be absolutely impossible to conceive how a

later Alexandrian redactor, even if he gave the

oracles in the book in general a position other than

that in which he found them, should have happened

also so to transpose the individual ones against each

other, as they present themselves in the Septuagint,

that he placed as the very first the oracle respecting

Elam (which in the Massoretic text is the last but

1 " Daarnit volgt ecliter nog niet, dat zij altijd, gelijk in de

Masora, aan lieteinde der gansche verzameling hebben gestaan; . . .

ook is net onbewezen, dat de Grieksche vertaler zicli veroorloofd

lieeft, die godspraken om te zetten en te verplaatsen." Historisch-

Kritiscli Onderzoek, etc., Tweede Deel, p. 240.
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one), and as the third the one respecting Babylon

(which in the Massoretic text is the last of all),

and so forth. Much sooner, on the contrary, can

one imagine, if these oracles formerly had the

position and the order which they have in the

Septuagint, how the later redactor, who transferred

them from that place to the end of the whole

collection, could happen also to change their order

of -sequence amongst themselves. For as, a little

while before, the immigration of the Jews with the

prophet into Egypt was related, together with the

prophecies respecting the destruction which would

meet them there, such as those referring to the con-

quest of the country by Nebuchadnezzar and the

fall of Pharaoh-Hophra, he (the redactor) might

easily feel occasioned to place at the head of the

group of prophecies respecting the individual

heathen nations the two respecting Egypt, which

at first stood after the one respecting Elam
;
and

likewise he might find it suitable to place quite

at the end the great oracle concerning the chief

adversary of the covenant -
people, namely, the

Chaldeans, which followed immediately after those

concerning Egypt. By this means, though,no doubt,

the displacement of the position of the whole of these

prophecies was naturally and easily brought about."
1

1 "Ware die masorethische" Eecension die urspriinglichere, so
-

wiirde sicli durcliaus niclit begreifen lassen, wie ein spaterer Alexan-
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The transposition of chapters, which was owing

to the bodily removal of the prophecies against the

heathen nations from the middle to the end of the

book, as shown by the foregoing investigation,

furnishes no real evidence of different text-recen-

sions. The transposition of verses, owing to the

arbitrary rearrangement of these prophecies amongst

themselves, also affords no certain evidence of a

special text-recension. The two texts, so far as the

general position and arrangement ofthese prophecies

are concerned, were probably at one time substanti-

ally, if not identically, the same. There are, how-

drinisclier Redactor, wenn er auch diesen Orakeln im Allgemeineii
im Buclie eine andere Stellting gab, als worm er sie vorfand, sollte

dazu gekommen sein, auch die einzelnen gegen einander so timzu-

stellen, wie sie in der Sept. sicli finden, dass er das Orakel iiber Elam

(im masoretliischen Texte das vorletzte) zuvb'rderst stellte, das iiber

Babel (im masoretliischen Texte das letzte) als das dritte, u. s. w.

Weit elier kann man sicli dagegen clenken, \venn diese Orakel friiher

die Stellung tmd Eeihenfolge wie in der Sept. hatten, wie der

spatere Redactor, der sie von dort an das Ende der ganzen Samm-

lung stellte, dazu kommen konnte, auch ihre Aufeinanderfolge zu

anclern. Denn da knrz vorher die Einwanderung der Juden

init dem Propheten in Aegypten erzahlt war, mit Weissagungen
iiber das Verderben, welches sie dort treffen werde, sowie iiber

die Eroberung des Landes durch Nebukadnezar tind den Unter-

gang des Pharao Hophra, so konnte er leicht veranlasst werclen,

von der Sammlung der Orakel iiber die einzelnen fremden Volker

die beiden iiber Aegypten, welche erst liinter dem iiber Elam standen,

an die Spitze zu stellen ;
und ebenso konnte er es angemessen finden,

das grosse Orakel iiber den Hauptwidersacher des Bundesvolkes, iiber

die Chaldaer, welches nnmittelbar auf die iiber Aegypten folgte, ganz
an den Schluss zu stellen. Dadurch schon aber wurde von selbst und
leicht eine Verriickung der Stellung dieser sammtlichen Orakel

lierbeigefiihrt." Mnleitung in das Alte Testament, p. 325.
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ever, a few instances of verse-transposition, namely,

chaps, x. 5-9; xxiii. 7, 8; xxxi. 35-37, which

apparently indicate recensional divergences. In

the latter example, the order of the verses is 37,

35, 36. The transposition, though unimportant in

itself, appears to be recensional, because of a number

of minor but significant variations in these verses.

In each of the former examples, the transposition

is so important that it requires a more complete

discussion.

In the Alexandrian version, chap, x., ver. 5

follows ver. 9, which, vers. 6, 7, 8 being omitted from

the Greek, comes immediately after ver. 4. Ver. 9

has really no legitimate connection with ver. 8,

but is grammatically connected with ver. 4, being

manifestly the continuation from this latter verse

of the detailed description of an idol, begun in ver.

3 and completed in ver. 5. A close comparison of

the two texts shows that, in this passage, the con-

struction of the Greek is much more natural than

that of the Hebrew, which seems to have been

considerably glossed, vers. 6, 7, 8 being probably

interpolations. A careful study of the section also

shows that the description in vers. 3, 4 is violently

interrupted by the insertion of the interpolated

verses ; that ver. 9 should stand directly after ver.

4, and that ver. 5 should follow ver. 9, because it

forms a logical conclusion to the whole account.
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Its position in the Septuagint is not simply the

preferable one, it is the only proper one. The trans-

position of this verse, if not actually due to textual

divergency, was likely due either to interpolation

or to displacement in the Massoretic text.

In chap, xxiii. again, vers. 7, 8 stand in the

Septuagint at the very end of it, immediately after

ver. 40. These verses are a substantial repetition

of chap. xvi. 14, 15 ;
and it will be observed that

in this latter place in each text they follow words

of threatening or warning, just as they follow such

words in the present place in Greek. It was

customary with the prophet, in delivering his

solemn messages, to mingle encouragement with

reproof, as may be seen by referring to chaps, iv.

27 ; v. 10, 18
;
xxvii. 22. For this reason, their

later position here in Greek is perfectly appropriate.

Their earlier position here in Hebrew may have

been due to their arbitrary insertion by some one

in order to connect the promise of a national

restoration with that of a national deliverer, and

thereby to foster Messianic hopes and expectations.

Either these verses were removed from the end of

the chapter, and inserted after ver. 6, as suggested,

or the difference of arrangement was recensional.

In any case, as Graf and Hitzig both admit, because

of the peculiar connection between ver. 6 and ver. 9

in Greek, their changed position was not due to
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the translator. He did not find them where they

now appear in Hebrew in his manuscript.

The transposition of words, on the other hand,

of which there are examples scattered throughout

the entire book, evidently indicates a twofold text-

recension. Transpositions of this kind occur in

nearly every chapter, from one to four and five

examples in a single chapter being sometimes

found. Their nature, as well as their number,

shows that they belonged to the translator's

text. The most, if not the whole, of them must

have been recensional. They cannot have been

either accidental or intentional. In some cases,

the frequency, in other cases, the nature, of the

transpositions is a proof of their recensional

character. Such instances are,
"
saith the Lord,"

chaps, i. 19; iii. 16 ; v. 11; xiii. 14; xix. 12;

xxxi. 37; xlviii. 38; "from the Lord," chaps,

xi. I
;

xviii. 1
; xxi. 1

; xxxii. 1
;

xl. 1
;

" the

priest" and "
the prophet," chaps, vi. 13 ; xiv. 18 ;

xxiii. 11, 33; "sword," chaps, xiv. 16; xxi. 7;

xxiv. 10 ;

" the priests," chaps, xxvii. 16
;

xxviii. 5
;

"
evil," chaps, vi. 19

;
xix. 3 ; "behold,"

chaps, vii. 11; xxiii. 30; "the beasts of the

earth," chaps, xv. 3
; xvi. 4

;

"
gladness

"
and

"
mirth," chaps, xvi. 9 ; xxv. 10 ;

"
the Lord,"

chap. li. 12, 56; "to a stock," chap. ii. 27; "I

have purposed it," chap. iv. 28 ;

"
murder,"
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" commit adultery
"

and "
steal," chap. vii. 9 ;

"
the herbs," chap. xii. 4 ;

"
I will cause them to

know," chap. xvi. 21
;

"
far

"
and "

near," chap,

xxv. 26.

There are many cases in which it is impossible

to tell which order of the words transposed is the

earlier or the more original. The one is practically

as good as the other, and the one is just as likely

as the other to be correct : as, for instance, "back-

sliding" and "wickedness," chap. ii. 19; "seed,"

chap. ii. 21
;

"
saying," chap. ii. 27 ;

"
if," chap,

ii. 28; "no more," chap. ii. 31; "bride" and
"
maid," chap. ii. 32 ;

"
stocks

"
and "

stones,"

chap. iii. 9
;

"
the prophets," chap. iv. 9

;

" not at

all," chap. vi. 15; "bride" and "bridegroom,"

chap. vii. 34 ;

"
they shall be," chap. viii. 2 ;

" summer "
and "

harvest," chap. viii. 20 ;

"
hammers," chap. x. 4

;

"
any more," chap. x. 20 ;

"
day," chap. xiv. 17 ; "0 Lord," chap. xiv. 22 ;

"
this people," chap. xv. 1

;

"
brazen," chap,

xv. 20
;

"
out of the womb," chap. xx. 18

;
"unto

them," chap. xxi. 3 ; "great," chap. xxii. 8
;
"well

with thee" chap. xxii. 15; "the smiths," chap,

xxix. 2 ;

"
peace," chap. xxix. 7

;

"
words," chap,

xxix. 23 ;

" that maketh himself a prophet
"
and

"
is mad," chap. xxix. 26 ;

"
the Lord," chap,

xxxi. 3; "flock," chap. xxxi. 12; "to Babylon,"

chap, xxxii. 5 ;

" that is in Anathoth," chap.
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xxxii. 8;. "fields," chap, xxxii. 15; ".way" and
"
heart," chap, xxxii. 39

;

"
honey," chap. xli. 8 ;

" unto Jeremiah the prophet," chap. xlii. 2
;
"to

deliver" and "to save," chap. xlii. 11; "there,"

chap. xlii. 15
;

" an astonishment and a curse,"

chap. xliv. 12; "daughter," chap, xlviii. 18
;
"the

snare/' chap, xlviii. 43 ;
"a fear," chap. xlix. 5

;

"
evil tidings," chap. xlix. 23

;

" in the land,"

chap. 1. 22
;

" and thou art also taken," chap. 1. 24
;

"habitation," .chap. 1. 45; "the trumpet," chap,

li. 27 ;

" and all the land," chap. li. 28 ;

" Nebu-

chadnezzar the king of Babylon," chap. li. 34 ;

"Babylon," chap. li. 41; "five cubits," chap. lii.

22; "continually," chap. lii. 33.

It is unreasonable to suppose that all these

transpositions of words, amounting to nearly ninety

cases, were arbitrarily made by the translator.

They were most likely textual peculiarities. This

likelihood amounts to a certainty where several

examples of the same sort occur. The one order

of words belonged to the original of the Greek, the

other to the original of the Hebrew. An occasional

example may, of course, in each text have been

accidental. The position, though, of "
saith the

Lord," chap. i. 19, in the Septuagint is the proper

one, and is the same as that in the Hebrew, chap,

xv. 20, and also as that in both the Hebrew and

the Greek, chap. i. 8. The order of the transposed
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words in the Greek, chaps, ii. 27; xii. 4, is more

poetical than the order in the Hebrew. While the

words "
priest

"
and "

prophet
"

are transposed in

several passages, the order
"
prophet

"
and "

priest"

occurs in Greek, chap, xxiii. 34. The parellelism

is improved by the transposition in the Septuagint,

chaps, iv. 28 ;
xvi. 21.

The Greek order, it will be seen, of
"
murder,"

"commit adulterj^" and "steal," chap. vii. 9,

corresponds with the order of the commandments

- in the Decalogue, Bxod. xx. 13, 14, 15
;
Deut. v. 17,

18, 19. The Greek position of
"
the priests,"

chaps, xxvii. 16
;
xxviii. 5, is evidently recensional,

as the two passages are so similar and stand 'so

near to each other. The Greek order of
"
the beasts

of the earth," chaps, xv. 3
;

xvi. 4, is shown to

be recensional, partly for the same reason, and

partly for the reason that the Greek and the

Hebrew order of these words, chap. vii. 33, is just

the same. The Greek order of the transposed

words, chap. xxv. 26, is exactly like the Hebrew

order, chap, xlviii. 24. The frequent occurrence

of "from the Lord," always in a superscription,

and also of
" the priest

"
and "

the prophet,"

always in a similar construction, proves these

transpositions to have been recensional. Certain

verbal combinations, though common, are not

uniform in either text, as has been shown by



132 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

the discussion of the group of words,
"
sword,

famine, and pestilence."

The transpositions of letters are also worthy of

consideration. Some of them are significant, as

possibly indicating recensional divergences ; others

of them are important, as probably representing

superior readings in the Septuagint ;
all of them

are interesting, as plainly showing the origin of a

considerable number of variations. While this

species of transposition cannot be employed to

prove the present hypothesis, it is not at all im-

probable that some examples were due to different

text-recensions, although, of course, it is impossible

to point out instances with certainty. Some of

these divergences apparently arose from transcrip-

tion, others of them from dictation. As the

transposition may as easily and as likely have

taken place in copying or dictating the original of

the Hebrew as in copying or dictating the original

of the Greek, it cannot be determined now in which

recension the variation first occurred, except in so

far as the context proves the reading in the one

case or the other to be right.

In certain cases, it ought to be observed, the

transposition does not seriously affect the sense,

the rendering in each text being equally admissible
;

in many cases, the reading in the Hebrew is

superior ; in other cases, the reading in the Greek
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is not simply preferable but correct. Such examples

in the Septuagint are
"
destroyed

"
for

" burned

up," chap. ii. 15, which better suits the context
;

"burned" for "broken down," chap. iv. 26, which

corresponds with chaps, xlix. 2; li. 58 ;
"be con-

sumed
"
for "shall die," chaps, xi. 22

;
xlii. 17, 22,

which corresponds with chaps, xiv. 15 ; xliv. 12
;

"in his forest" for "in his cities," chap. 1. 32,

which agrees with chap. xxi. 14, and which, as

Hitzig says, is required by the sense.

As their number is considerable, it is unnecessary

to examine each of them in detail. Scholars can

make the examination for themselves. Their chief

significance consists, partly in showing how many

divergences arose, and partly in showing how the

Septuagint translation may be used for purposes of

text-criticism. The following examples occur :

'. 26
; Ab^3 wh} v- 4 '

T1|<3 "ffl73>
vi. 2

;
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CHAPTEE V.

THE VARIATIONS ALTERATIONS.

THE nature of the Alterations; which are very

numerous, is of the greatest possible importance.

The evidence they furnish is really sufficient of

itself to establish the present hypothesis. No
other kind of evidence can be more significant for

proving the existence of special text - recensions.

This class of variation cannot have been due either

to accident or to design. It is more reasonable to

suppose that the translator arbitrarily abridged his

text by leaving out unnecessary and unimportant

matter, although this latter supposition is founda-

tionless, than to suppose that he arbitrarily altered

the grammatical forms he found before him, and

that to an extent which, more or less, in multitudes

of cases, affects the understanding of the text.

A certain license of translation he undoubtedly

possessed. When the construction of the Greek

required, or properly permitted, a slight change of

form that would not affect the meaning of a

passage, then a change, of course, would be quite



136 THE TEXT OE JEREMIAH.

justifiable; but when the genius of the language
in no way called for such a change, then it would

be altogether unjustifiable,

In nearly every case, however, the alterations

that occur are entirely unnecessary on linguistic

grounds. The translator could just as easily have

reproduced the form in Hebrew as he could give

the form in Greek. Besides, the rendering in the

Greek in general is good, and represents an excel-

lent Hebrew text. This would not have been the

case had the translator been dishonest or incom-

petent. The supposed arbitrary character of this

class of variation has not even the amount of

plausibility that so many scholars seem to think

belongs to the divergences that have already been

discussed. For most of the alterations, which

appear in all parts of the book, there was not the

least necessity on any ground ; and, consequently,

for making them there was not the slightest excuse.

The charge of arbitrariness respecting them, there-

fore, is as unreasonable as the practice of it would

have been inexcusable.

Incredible as the supposition seems, it is remark-

able, notwithstanding, that Graf attributes the

alterations to the same unworthy cause as that to

which he ascribes the omissions, the additions, and

the transpositions. He deliberately asserts,
" Of

the arbitrariness of the translator, nearly every
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verse bears witness; it is sufficient, therefore, to

cite only some of the most striking examples of the

different ways in which it manifests itself. With-

out regard to the grammatical forms of the text,

and often quite contrary to sense and connection,

person or number is changed."
* He then indicates

a number of illustrations, as he believes, of the

translator's arbitrariness in each of these respects.

Before presenting a complete classification of the

different species of alteration that occur, it will be

interesting to examine some of his examples.

Beginning with the instances he gives of change

of person, it should be observed that the third

person instead of the first in the second member of

chap. ii. 25 does not at all affect the meaning of

the verse. The Greek expresses the sense as accu-

rately as the Hebrew expresses it
; and, if both

readings are not equally good, both, at least, are

equally admissible. The second person instead of

the third in the second sentence of ver. 30 of this

same chapter is really required by the sense, inas-

much as the smiting of the children was designed,

in the opinion of the prophet, to teach the parents

1 "Von cler WilLkiir des Uebersetzers legt fast jeder Vers Zeugniss

ab, es geniigt daher von den verschiedenen Weisen, in welchen sicli

dieselbe zeigt, nur einige der sclilagendsten Beispiele anzufiiaren.

Ohne Eiicksiclit auf die grammatischen. Formen des Textes und oft

ganz gegeri Sinn und Ztisainmenliang wird Person oder Numerus

geandert." Einleitung, p. lii.
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wisdom. The second person of the pronouns in

the succeeding sentence harmonizes with the second

person of the verb in this sentence. A translation

of it shows that the whole verse, as it stands in

Greek, is admirable. The latter reads, "In vain

have I smitten your children ; ye have not received

instruction : the sword hath devoured your prophets,

like a destroying lion, and ye have feared not"

The added sentence, the change of person, and the

omission of
"
your

"
before

"
sword," all afford

convincing proof that the translator had another

and a special text before him.

The second person instead of the first in the

opening sentence of chap. viii. 6 is perfectly con-

sistent with the context, as will appear from a

literal translation of the first half of the verse in

Greek. It should be rendered,
" Hearken ye, now,

and hear; not thus do (will) they speak, there is

not a man repenting him of his wickedness, saying,

What have I done ?
"

The meaning given here is

good, and the addition of the word "
now/' as well as

the change of person and number, proves that the

original of the Greek in this verse, too, was different

from the original of the Hebrew. The second

person instead of the first in the first member of

chap. xxii. 14 is perfectly in harmony with the

context in the Septuagint. In the latter, the

words,
" that saith," are wanting ; and the verse
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commences with a direct reference to Jehoiakirn,

the subject of the passage,
"
TJiou hast built for

thyself a wide (symmetrical) house," etc. The

second person, moreover, as in Greek, agrees exactly

with the beginning of the next verse in both Greek

and Hebrew, which reads,
"
Shalt thou reign ?

"
etc.

The whole section, vers. 13-23, presents a number

of divergences that point clearly to a special text-

recension. The third person instead of the first in

the last member of chap. xvi. 13 is not contrary to

the meaning of the verse as it stands in Greek, the

latter half of which may be correctly rendered,
" and there shall ye serve other gods, which shall

show you no favour." The adverbial clause, "day
and night," is wanting in the Septuagint, but the

sense expressed in Greek is excellent. This differ-

ence of reading is undoubtedly recensional.

Besides these alleged examples of wilful change
of person, Graf gives some illustrations of what he

believes to be a special kind of arbitrary alteration

of person. In the Massoretic text, Jeremiah some-

times represents himself as suffering with the

people concerning whom he prophesies, or as

mourning in the person of that people. In the

Alexandrian text, these personal lamentations, as a

rule, do not appear. An examination of a number

of such passages will prove that they did not

appear in the translator's manuscript. The second
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person instead of the first in both members of chap,

x. 19 is shown to be a recensional divergence by
the omission of "me" from this verse, by the

continuation of the second person through the first

member of ver. 20, by the addition of "it is

destroyed" to the same member, and by the

resumption of the first person in the second member

of this latter verse. The similar changes of person

in chaps, xiii. 17 ;
xiv. 17 ;

xlviii. 31, are all

evidences of the same fact. In each of these three

examples the rendering in the Septuagint suits the

context. In the second example, the formula with

which the verse begins properly introduces a divine

address, and not a human lamentation, as is well

illustrated by chap. xiii. 12. The Greek is thus

superior to the Hebrew. That the two texts in

chaps, xiv. 17 ;
xlviii. 31, were originally different

is further shown by the additions and omissions

that occur in each of these two passages.

Grafs charges of wilful change of number on the

part of the translator are no more reasonable than

are those of wilful change of person. When his

examples are subjected to a critical investigation,

they illustrate the existence of another text in

nearly every case. The plural for the singular in

the second half of chap. iii. 6 is neither incorrect

nor contrary to the sense. Although
"
Israel

"
is

spoken of in the singular in the first member of



THE VARIATIONS ALTERATIONS. 141

this verse, the collective plural is perfectly admis-

sible in speaking of the conduct of the people

individually. The word for
" she

"
here is wanting

in the Septuagint, and the word "backsliding,"

having been derived from another Hebrew root, is

rendered "
colony." In the Greek the verse reads,

" Hast thou seen what the colony of Israel hath

done to me ? tliey are gone up upon every high

mountain and under every green tree, and there

have played the harlot." The sense expressed in

Greek is quite as good as that expressed in Hebrew,

but the original texts were slightly different. It

is incredible that the translator should have added

the words "
to me," and have omitted the pronoun

"she," and have changed the number of two

principal verbs in a single member of one verse.

Neither is the singular for the plural in the first

half of chap. xxii. 7 incorrect or contrary to the

sense. The construction of the Greek is just as

allowable as that of the Hebrew. The reading,
"
I

will bring against thee a destroying man arid his

weapon" harmonizes perfectly with the context.

The substitution of "bring" for "prepare," as

well as the change of number, proves the existence

of another text. The singular for the plural in the

middle of ver. 26 of this same chapter is not merely

not improper, but is even superior to the form in

Hebrew. The verse in Greek reads,
" And I will
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cast thee out, and thy mother that bare thee, into

a country, where tliou ivast not born, and there

shall ye (thou and thy mother) die." The meaning-

expressed is preferable in the Septuagint, and the

translator, doubtless, reproduced the text he had

before him. He would not gratuitously have

changed the number of a principal verb, and have

omitted the word "
another," which is possibly,

as Hitzig thinks, a gloss, and which, at all events,

is quite unnecessary.

The plural for the singular in the first half of

chap. xxvi. 19 is quite as correct, and quite as

consistent with the context, as the form in the

Hebrew is. Indeed, the plural might most naturally

be expected in this place. The reference is not

confined to
" Hezekiah

"
alone, but to the

"
king

of Judah and all Judah," as the rendering of the

Septuagint shows. The latter reads,
" Did Heze-

kiah king of Judah and all Judah put him at all

to death ? did they not fear the Lord ?
"

etc. The

singular for the plural in the first half of chap,

xxxii. 36 is perfectly appropriate. The reference

in the Septuagint here is to the prophet, and the

form,
" whereof thou sayest," is just the same as

that in the corresponding part of ver. 43 in Greek.

A further evidence that these divergences are

recensional is furnished by the fact that, in a

similar account, chap, xxxiii. 10, the plural form,
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" whereof ye say," is found in both the Hebrew

and the Greek.

The singular for the plural in the first half of

chap. 1. 42 is another illustration of recensional

divergency. Instead of the verb "hold" here, the

Septuagint has the participle
"
having ;

" and the

reference in the sentences criticized by Graf is very

properly to
" nation

"
in the preceding verse.

Consistently with this explanation, vers. 41, 42 in

Greek read,
"
Behold, a people eometh from the

north
;
and a great nation and many kings shall

be stirred up from the uttermost parts of the earth,

having bow and spear: it is cruel, and lias no

mercy." Not only is the text of the Septuagint

different from that of the Hebrew, but also it makes

excellent sense. The singular for the plural in the

first half of chap. li. 28 is altogether the preferable

reading. Indeed, it seems to be the only reading

that harmonizes with the context. The plural
"
kings

"
in Hebrew is probably incorrect, as indi-

cated by the singular pronoun
"
his

"
in the last

sentence of the verse.

Thus a fair consideration of Graf's principal

examples shows that there is not a particle of

evidence of arbitrary alteration, on the part of the

translator. The charge, therefore, of wilful change
of person and number is not only not sustained,

but also shown to be foundationless. In none of
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the foregoing examples is either the sense or the

connection injured by the alteration, as Graf asserts.

In some passages, the reading in the Hebrew is

preferable to the reading in the Greek; but from

this it does not follow that the translator was in

any way to blame for the inferiority of the Alex-

andrian rendering. He was not responsible for the

nature or condition of the ancient manuscript he

used. It may have been, and, doubtless, was quite

frequently imperfect. The Hebrew, too, in many

places may have been, and, doubtless, was improved

by later hands. Moreover, the original of the

Hebrew was probably, in some instances, superior

to that of the Greek, just as the original of the

Greek was certainly, in other instances, superior to

that of the Hebrew. There was not the least occa-

sion for the translator to make the alterations that

occur, and there is not the slightest reason to

suppose that he did make them.

In his brief and partial discussion of the altera-

tions, which occur almost as frequently as he

asserts, but which do not testify as he alleges, Graf

neither pretends to treat them thoroughly, nor

attempts to classify them systematically. He

simply gives a few examples of the two kinds just

considered. They comprise, though, changes of

species or conjugation (voice and mood), tense,

gender, person, number, and case. Of certain
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kinds of alteration, there are numerous examples ;

of others, there are not so many ; of some, there is

only one or two. As they all appear together in

the Conspectus of the variations elsewhere, a few

examples of each kind will be sufficient for the

purposes of systematic classification. In some

instances, the form in Hebrew is superior ;
in other

instances, the form in Greek is preferable. The

comparative merit of each reading will be left to

the judicial consideration of each critic. Some of

these alterations, it will be observed, were due to

difference of punctuation ; but none of them were

due to arbitrariness on the part of the translator.

Except in cases where the letters were originally

the same, the alterations indicate a special text-

recension in nearly every instance. An exception,

of course, must be made in the., case of divergences

which were required by the genius of the, language

in which the work of translation was done. An
active for a passive, or a singular for a plural, and

vice versa, are examples of this kind. Even then,

as is frequently 'the case, where the form in Greek

represents an excellent form in Hebrew, the original

texts were probably different.

The instances of change of number, it should

be observed, are very numerous. The plural

for the singular in a great many passages, while,

doubtless, sometimes due to different punctuation,
K
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at other times to textual divergency, may have

been due in general to the well-known fact that

the plural is often used in Greek where the singular

is used in Hebrew. The singular for the plural,

on the other hand, seems almost always to indicate

a textual difference. As both the singular and the

plural occur occasionally in a single verse, it is

possible that these forms were not so definitely

fixed at one time as they are to-day, and as they

have been since the Massoretic system became

established.

The following classification furnishes illustrations

of the chief kinds of alteration that occur :

SPECIES OR CONJUGATION.

Kal for Niphal. "IDN 11

VttpiV
1 ("it shall be

said" "-they shall say"), chaps, iv. 11 ; vii. 32;

xvi. 14; im> VtfTSL (" it shall be chosen" "they_ . . _. T \ /

shall choose"), chap. viii. 3.

Kal for Piel. nl3tt> Pf\y(h ("to change"

"to repeat"), chap. ii. 36.

Kal for Hipliil. *OJVN"iii ^JTNl (" thou

shewedst me" "I saw"), chap. xi. 18; inNlfi

Nto'i ("cause it to come" "it may or shall

come"), chap. xiii. 1; ^nntpN yB0.fi ("I will

cause, thee .to hear" "thou shalt hear"), chap.
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xviii. 2 ; D^tiJpV) ^IpD"1
! (" they have caused them

to stumble" "they shall stumble"), chap, xviii. 15;

WVplplI TO$T\ ("they had caused to hear"

"
they had heard "), chap, xxiii. 22.

Kalfor HopJial -npVj 'Vl^ (" shall be taken

up
" "

they shall take up "), chap. xxix. 22.

Niphal for Kal. li-UiP *a$i ("breaketh"

"is broken"), chap. xix. 11 ; 1^ WTg rifcrij??

(" they have called thee
" " thou hast been

called"), chap. xxx. 17 ; jrptoJrv VTftSft ("thou shalt

burn" "shall be burned"), chap, xxxviii. 23.

Niphal for Hipliil. ytptpQ ym&> (" publish-

eth" "is heard"), chap. iv. 15; ^iptpn yaiE"1

("publish ye" "let it be published"), chaps.

iv. 5 ; v. 20.

Hipliilfor Kal. VG^ THSp (" is passed away"

"have taken away"), chap. xi. 15.

Hipliil for Hophal. Qpsirr ^ipil ("is per-

formed" "have performed"), chap. xxxv. 14.

HopJial for Kal. attft
1

* y&t* (" inhabiting
"

"being inhabited"), chap. ix. 10.

Hophalfor Hiphil. affrT0n D^rint^n ("they

deal corruptly" "they are corrupted"), chap.

vi. 28; orpin -IITTn ("he had driven them"
T : \

"
they had been driven "), chap. xvi. 15.
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TENSE.

Perfect for Imperfect. ^IT YTf (" shall be-

come" "were"), chap. v. 13; j-ppp IT1!! ("shall' J-
... ; . T T \

be" "was"), chap. xxxv. 9.

Imperfect for Perfect. ^yfttij ^DttJJTl ("we

have heard" "ye shall hear"), chap. xxx. 5.

Perfect for Infinitive. nrTitoy iintoy (" to do
"

"has done"), chap. xi. 15 ; Ji^n^ n^D^ ("to

cut off"" I will cut off"), chap. xlvii. 4.

Infinitive for Perfect. fi:irtft *orp3. ("mayest

try
" "

to try "), chap. vi. 27 ; nlr>y rTfc># (" did

do
" "

to do "), chap.- xxii. 15.

Imperative for Perfect. yttUJNl ''.TtitiJi?!!

*)VOttft WQiCtorr (" I hearkened and heard
"

^ t : T ':
-

.

"hearken now and hear"), chap. viii. 6 ; *h2), }jntT'T ;T

*T&}?, *$*$ ("they have sown, they have reaped"

"sow, reap"), chap. xii. 13.

Impvrativefor Imperfect. ^tyv ^ty ("they

shall glean
" "

glean "), chap. vi. 9.

Imperfect for Infinitive. ^ :̂ t\tiy\ riSn l^D

wzyni ^a^rii ^^3^1 ^n-^i '("to steal, to

murder, and to commit adultery, and to swear,"

etc. "ye murder, and commit adultery, and

steal, and swear," etc.), chap. vii. 9 ; TjCnv-top 5*
1

!

("to pour out" "they pour out"), chap. vii. 18.
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Perfect for Participle. tro "Wti (" giving
"

"I have given"), chap. v. 14; ~fo -fo

(" travailing
" " hath travailed "), chap. xxx. 6.

Participle for Infinitive. ^fotib D'Httte ("to
1

say
" "

saying "), chaps, vi. 14
; vii. 4

;
xi. 21 ;

isrh 11*T ("to speak" "speaking"), chap,

xxxviii. 4.
.

Imperfectfor Participle. 1J^i~I TJ^ ("walking"

"shall walk"), chap. x. 23.

GENDER,

Masculine for Feminine. n$D3 ^$92 (" her-

self" himself"), chap. iii. 11.

Feminine for Masculine. ft^N l^TT I'ittJnI T ...
.. T -: -;

l*1^ HQJn (" shall he return unto her ?
" "

shall
T T

she verily return unto him ? "), chap. iii. 1.

PEESON.

First for Second.
-?[QJS3 iQJQ3 ("thy life"

"my life"), chap. xi. 21
; n^y ^H^to^ ("thou shalt

make" "I will make"), chap, xxviii. 13.

First for Third.^n^ |rJ2
*<ftm (" the Lord

hath given" "I have given"), chap. xxv. 5.

Secondfor First. ^^ WlttJ
"'JjljpfQ, ^"jiti!

("I have broken, I have burst" " thou hast
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broken, thou hast burst "), chap. ii. 20 ; ^h dplS

("my heart" "your heart"), chap. viii. 18;

WW, vty d^yy, d^SJ ("for us, our eyes"

"for you, your eyes"), chap. ix. 17 ; irfifc, ^tiJ

^fpttj TP$ (" my hurt, my wound " "
thy hurt,

thy wound"), chap. x. 19; i^, 1UJQ2 pD^i^, d3$92

("my soul, my eye" "your soul, your eyes"),

chap. xiii. 17.

Second for TJiird. inD^ DJlHD
1

? ("they re-
ITT v : I- :

v "

ceived" "ye received"), chap. ii. 30; nrntt ITHft

("she hath been rebellious" "thou hast been

rebellious"), chap. iv. 17; rprarra ^nih^i
("in her streets

"
"in thy streets "), chap,

xlix. 26.

Thirdfor First ^s-^y iTOQ-^ ("before me"
"
before her "), chap. vi. 7 ; ''Jnvp.n t3JT;sn

("my pasture" "their pasture"), chap, xxiii. 1 ;

OMiirnJl DH^Jl ("I had driven them" "he had

driven them "), chap, xxiii. 8 ; WDtol afeyi (" I will
_ ,t f

set" "he shall set"), chap, xliii. 10; ifl&JTi

mini. (" I wiU kindle"" he shall kindle "), chap;

xliii. 12.

Third for Second.
a^JhtafcJ Qil^nll^ (" your

fathers"
"
their fathers"), chaps, iii. 18; vii. 25;

xliv. 10; Qjh"T3i niiia. ("ye have dealt treacher-
v : : T:T "

ously"- "she has dealt treacherously "), chap.



THE VARIATIONS ALTEKATIONS. 151

iii. 20; spjws D^fctfK ("thy neck" "their

neck "), chap. xxx. 8 ; -dfiyftttJ ^JflpttJ (" ye have

obeyed" "they have obeyed"), chap. xxxv. 18;

D3JpN dfrtN (" you
" " them

"), chap, xxxviii. 5 ;

?f3jp "tej? (" thy nest
" "

his nest
"), chap.

xlix. 16.

NUMBER.

Singular for Plural (Noun). rvinsnto JlHBUto

(" families
" "

family "), chap. ii. 4 ; tJ^yin

hy^n ("Baalim" "Baal"), chap. ii. 23; TphtDlfta,

Qj-jl? ^, Tjntoipa (" thy confidences, in them
"

"
thy confidence, in it "), chap. ii. 37 ; d^#|

|^| ("as clouds" "as a cloud"), chap. iv. 13;

Qlni?D1~pi~n>? (" distances
" "

distance "), chap.

viii. 19.

Singular for Plural (Verb). DJhV^tiJ fiytiti

("ye. have obeyed
"" thou hast obeyed"), chap.

iii. 13; VCQ. 153. ("have dealt treacherously"

"has dealt treacherously"), chap. v. 11; ^poji
1

!

yftti^l ("they may hear" "he may hear"), chap.

yi. 10 ; &rtlll JVill (" speak ye
" "

speak
. . . _ . T . _ . \ x ^ -i-

thou"), chap. xi. 2; ifoy rftoj? ("they have

done" "thou hast done"), chap, xxxviii. 9.

Singular for Plural (Adjective).



152 ; THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

("fighting" "fighting"), chap, xxxiv. 7;

^n-^^n ("left" "left"), chap. xl. 6;

'Itfpilfc tiJjPUtt (" seeking
" "

seeking "), chap.

xliv. 30.

Singular for Plural (Pronoun). oSlp l^lp

(" their voice
" "

his voice "), chap. vi. 23 ;

Orva0 "intoO) (" their captivity
" "

his cap-

tivity"), chap. xxxi. 23; dfira 1fln31 ("put

them" "put it"), chap, xxxii. 14; D*np& BfilS}-

1E>& nhtt ("ye are saying"
" thou art saying "),

chap, xxxii. 36, 43 ; blT^ f^y (" upon them
"

"upon him"), chap, xxxvi. 31;

("to them" "to it"), chap, xxxvi. 32.

Plural for Singular (Noun). -\n} rti

(" river
""

rivers
"), chap. ii. 18;

>

!j5*H ^ST7!

("thy way" "thy ways"), chaps, ii. 33; iv. 18 ;

^il D^H ("nation" -"nations"), chaps, ii. 11;

vi. 22 ; *;jn 'yrty*] (" thy wickedness
" "

thy

wickednesses "), chap. iii. 2
; "il'l *ryfl. (" worĉ -

"

"words"), chap. xxxi. 10.

Plural for Singular (Verb). ^J^'n'n TWF'n'n

("hath changed" "have changed"), chap. ii. 11
;

ro^n to
1

?!! (" she has gone
" "

they have gone "),

chap. iii. 6; Tp^ i

l1j?D
%
' ("he shall set" "they

shall set"), chap. xiii. 21 ; ntoy yy ("it does"
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"they do"), chap, xviii. 10; n5tt -DJT)5tt ("thou

hast rebuked" "
ye have rebuked"), chap.

xxix. 27 ; rrnTrl ^m (" it shall become" "
theyT : T : T :

.

v J

shall become "), chap. xlix. 2.

Plural for Singular (Adjective). N^iTT

D^NSrtTf (" going out
" "

going out
"), chap. v. 6 ;

pia filpl^ (" righteous
" "

righteous "), chap.

xi. 20.

Plural for Singular (Pronoun). 'intoj?
1
?

OfiiDi^ ("to perform it" "to perform them"),

chap. i. 12; ^D1

?, TT?i? tSWJ?> D?T?i? (" tliy

harvest, thy bread" "your harvest, your bread"),

chap. v. 17; typttJ O^Dti) ("its fame" "their

fame"), chap. vi. 24; 'fohtt'zb ("his heart"

"
your heart "), chap. xvi. 12; into dnfo ("it"

"them"), chap. xxv. 12; nS'ip aS'ip ("her

sound" "
their sound "), chap. xlvi. 22.

Plural for Dual, D^lMJl Q^lWJl ("the two" -T : T T T -: T x

stones" "the stones"), chap, xviii. 3.

CASE.

Nominative for Objective. QitN'ilW ^tSJl

DUtN m^Dil (" they inclined their ear
" "

their
T : T T ':

x "

ear hearkened
"), chap. vii. 24, 26 ; i^vp Jlill^

^n (" let mine eyes
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run down with tears
" "

let tears run down from

your eyes "), chap. xiv. 17.

Objective for Nominative. Tiy if1*?** l^n
Titt Y^N ^tiJfl I'ittJn (" shall he return unto her

T .. T _. \

again ?
" "

shall she verily return unto him

again ? "), chap. iii. 1.



CHAPTEE VI.

THE VARIATIONS SUBSTITUTIONS.

THE Substitutions also are very numerous and

noteworthy. They present, moreover, a great

variety of species. Taken together with the

other kinds of variation., they greatly increase the

evidence for the existence of special text-recensions.

While they are all equally interesting, they are not

all equally important in support of this hypothesis,

for the reason that some of them were due to

difference of punctuation. Many of them, how-

ever, bear the clearest witness to the existence of

recensional divergences.

Not only is their number great, but also their

nature is significant. They are, indeed, of such a

character that they could not possibly have been

due to wilful change on the part of the translator

or transcriber. As the same general arguments, in

answer to Grafs charge of arbitrariness, that were

applied to the preceding class are also applicable to

the present, class of variations, it is superfluous to

repeat them here. It is scarcely more than neces-
155



156 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

sary to indicate their nature and significance.

Before proceeding to classify them for this purpose,

though, it will be proper to examine some of the

examples of supposed arbitrariness that he adduces,

by way of once more showing his unfairness and

unreasonableness.

Graf refers particularly to but one species of

substitution, namely, that of pronouns for sub-

stantives. Of this species, he gives only a few

examples; but each one helps to establish the

hypothesis to which he is so bitterly and so

uncompromisingly opposed. The substitution of

"toward them" for "toward this people" in the

first member of chap. xv. 1 exhibits an admirable

reading. In the Septuagint, the latter words,
"
this people," appear in the second member of the

verse, and the words "
of my sight

"
are absent

altogether. The verse in Greek reads,
" Then said

Jehovah unto me, Though Moses and Samuel stood

before me, yet my mind could not be toivard

them : cast this people out, and let them go forth."

The variations in this verse afford an interest-

ing illustration of recensional divergences. The

original of the Alexandrian was evidently different

from that of the Massoretic text.

The substitution of "you" for "this people,"

and of
"
to you

"
for "to my people," in the middle

of chap. xxix. 32, together with the other variations
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in this verse, also affords a beautiful illustration of

textual differences. A translation of the verse in

Greek will fully demonstrate this statement, as well

as advantageously exhibit the divergences. It

xeads, "Therefore, thus saith Jehovah, Behold, I

will punish Shemaiah and his seed
;
and they shall

not have a man among you to behold the good that

I will do unto you ; they shall not see it." Here is

conclusive evidence of a special text - recension.

The verse in Greek has a peculiarly rhetorical

Hebrew ending. The supposition that in one verse

the translator arbitrarily made two substitutions,

changed an indicative into an infinitive and a

singular into a plural, added a conjunction and a

sentence, and omitted an adjective and two

sentences, is really too absurd to merit any further

discussion. It is merely worth remarking, in this

connection, that the simple assemblage of words,
"
because he hath spoken rebellion against the

Lord," which occurs twice in the Hebrew text, here

and in ver. 16 of the preceding chapter, does not

occur at all in the Septuagint translation of this

book. Hitzig supposes properly that in each of

these two passages it is a gloss.

The substitution of "them" for "Elam," in.the

first member of chap. xlix. 37, is another excellent

illustration of recensional divergency. The one

word was as easy to reproduce in the translation as
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the other was. No conceivable reason can be

suggested for the substitution, unless it be that

the pronoun was the more natural reading. The

reference here is to
"
the outcasts of Elam," in

the concluding sentence of the preceding verse.

Instead of repeating the proper name, it is really

preferable to supply a plural pronoun, as in the

Septuagint. Not only is the Greek construction

more natural, but also more in harmony with the

other plural pronouns that occur throughout the

verse. The Greek reads,
" And I will cause them

(the outcasts) to be dismayed before their enemies

that seek their life : and I will bring upon them

according to the heat of my anger; and I will send

my sword after them to their destruction." One

has only to compare the two texts to perceive that

several other variations (one of them, .

"
to their

destruction," being idiomatic) prove a different

original to have been the certain cause of such

divergences.

As Graf has given only these few illustrations ol

this kind of substitution, it is unnecessary to

examine any others in detail. His charge of arbi-

trariness is just as unsuccessful respecting this class

of variations as respecting the preceding class. In

every instance it is shown to be without foundation.

Each one of his examples not only proves his alle-

gation to be false, but also proves the hypothesis
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of a special text-recension to be true. A multitude

of other instances might be indicated that furnish

evidence just as conclusive as those considered

furnish. Their general nature and importance will

appear in classifying and illustrating their several

species. The different kinds may be arranged in

five distinctive groups, parts of speech, rhetorical

expressions, syntactical forms, proper names, and

letters.

Before exemplifying each class, it should be

stated that, in the case of synonyms, where an

article occurs for a noun, as
" the princes

"
for

"
the princes of Judah," chap. xxiv. 1

;
or a noun

for a pronoun, as "after the Holy One of Israel"

for
"
after me," chap. ii. 2 ; or one proper noun for

another, as
" Jehovah the God of Israel

"
for

"
Jehovah," chap, xxxii. 28 ; or one common noun

for another, as
"
inhabitants

"
for "men," chap. xi.

23; "land" for "men," chap, xxxvi. 31 ;

"
the

city
"

for
"
the people," chap, xxxvii. 4

; "in the

land
"
for

"
in the cities," chap. xl. 5, etc., there is no

reason whatever to suspect the translator of having

made the changes. The character of his transla-

tion proves the suspicion to be groundless. He
had no need to make such alterations, and without

necessity he certainly would not have made them.

"While, in the great majority of cases, the syn-

onymous words and expressions are practically
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equivalent, as well for the subject-matter as for

the sense, there are places where the Greek presents

the more difficult, and, for this reason, the prefer-

able reading ; for example, "the inhabitants of

Chaldea
"

for
"
the land of the Chaldeans," chap.

1. 45, to which Scholz has directed attention.
" In

the Greek text," as he rightly says,
"
according to

Hebrew custom, the name of the people is placed

as the name of the country ; and the words must

be translated
' the inhabitants of Chaldea.' It is

absolutely inconceivable that the translator, if his

Hebrew text had had '

land,' should have aban-

doned this perfectly proper and corresponding

designation, and should have made the useless

difficulty for his Greek readers."
x

PARTS OP SPEECH.

Substitutions belonging to this class, it will be

seen at once, were often due to punctuation, or

rather to the utter absence of punctuation. In

cases where the consonants were alike, the varia-

1 " Im griechischen Texte ist der Volkername nach hebraisclier

Weise als Landername gesetzt ; und die Worte miissen ubersetzt

werden :
' Bewohner Clialdaa's.' Es ist geradezu undenklmr, dass

der Uebersetzer, wenn sein liebra'ischer Text '
terra

'

geliabt lia'tte,

diese ganz richtige und entsprecliende Bezeiclmung verlassen, und

seinen. griecluschen Lesern die xmniitze Schvvierigkeit sollte genmclit

liaben." Der masoreth. Text mid die LXK- Uebersetzwig, etc., pp. 107,

108.
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tion naturally explains itself; but in cases where

the consonants were not alike, the original manu-

scripts were evidently different. Such cases

certainly indicate recensional divergences, and

possibly indicate archaic readings in the ancient

Hebrew texts. The following examples of the

principal species may be given :

Noun for Adjective. tiftN -$2$ ("sick"

"man"), chap. xvii. 9; tiftSN ttftlN ("woeful"/ x T v:
x

"man"), chap. xvii. 16; nDS J1DB ("lame"

"passover"), chap. xxxi. 8.

Adjective for Noun. D3 D3 (" standard
"

"fleeing "), chap. iv. 2,1
; TW^ (O^l) Hjn (" know-

ledge" '"feeding"), chap. iii. 15.

Noun for Article.
"te^ii !TiiT? ^tt (" the

word" "word of Jehovah"), chap. v. 13.

Article for Noun. JTflif *n& D'HiETT ("the
T : "T T - v

princes of Judah" "the princes"), chap. xxiv. 1.

Nounfor Adverb.- DtiJ Dtt? ("there" name"),

chap. xlvi. 17.

Adverb for Noun. JnftN nfttt (" measure
"

"truly"), chap. li. 13.

Noun for Preposition, ^ ^ (" against
"

"God"), chap. L 29.
'

Preposition for Noun. QS? D^ (" people
"

"with"), chap. xxxi. 2.
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Noun for Pronoun. vnfiN ^"lip"
1

tZ?1"Tj?
"HITO

(" after me " "
after the Holy One of Israel

"),

chap. ii. 2 ; nW rh^ (" these
" "

oak "), chap.j-
..... T .. ^ /' j.

ii. 34; on^ n-jn Q^rr^M ("upon them" "upon

this people"), chap. xi. 11; TO^lp iTTirt! ^Q
(" her kings"

"
kings of Judah "), chap. xxv. 18 ;

Ninrr ai^i rfirp d^i ("at that day
" "

at the

day of Jehovah"), chap. xxv. 33; ftny m*)!-p *HyJ J >- T VT T : "T

("her cities" "the cities of Judah"), chap.

xxxiv. 1.

Pronoun for Noun. nirT1 Jn^H Tlttll (" theT 5
"" " * 'T "I

fury of the Lord" "my fury"), chap. vi. 11;

;-rt;-p^_^ (" to Jehovah
" "

to him "), chaps, viii.

14; xl. 3; ^0 \yQ
1

? ^V^7 (" for thy name's

sake" "for thine own sake"), chap. xiv. 7;

,tj;p_L,_.,lp ("for my feet" "for me"), chap.

xviii. 22
; rhto JlW (" swearing

" "
these "),

chap, xxiii. 10 ; i-nrji \t\z *\f\} (" the Lord hath* T : I
- T -T

given
" "I have given "), chap. xxv. 5 ;

irfarriN, *in^-r\M ^M, irtiN ("Uriah, his

dead body
" "

him, him
"), chap. xxvi. 23

; ijjvy

^ga^Sn 1^ (" the eyes of the king of Babylon
"

"his eyes"), chap, xxxiv. 3; *in^^M ^M
("Jeremiah" "him"), chap, xxxviii. 6, 13.

Noun for Verb. ^ -QTJ ("hath spoken"
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"word"), chaps, ix. 11; xxiii. 17;

(" I delight
" "

my delight "), chap. ix. 23 ;

n_ym ( slay
" "

sworcl "), chap. 1. 21 ;
. v x " ' *

-^jfVTpip ("I will visit thee
" "

thy visita-

tion "), chap. 1. 31.

Verb for Noun. j-wjl ^Qfili (" confusion
"

"
...

..

"may be confused"), chap. vii. 19 ; rnfij? irvtoyi

("abundance" "I will execute"), chap, xxxiii. 6 ;

Q-yi QTI ("haughtiness" "is lifted up"), chap.

xlviii. 29
; fiDBliE;-) IfiDfTS (" as tne overthrowing

"

"
as he overthrew "), chap. 1. 40

; ^pj *pj

("his molten image" "they melt"), chap. li. 17.

Verb for Adjective. T-JJ_*ntij ("laying waste"

"hath laid waste"), chap. xxv. 36; -yVi T^"1

("travailing" "hath travailed"), chap. xxx. 6;

NJ^I Ml M^l Ml ("coming in and going out"
,

" came in and went out "), chap, .xxxvii. 4 ; "flM-~

*YbM ("saying"
"
to say"), chap. xliv. 26; JIMS,

!lMa (" proud
" "

has exalted "), chap, xlviii. 29.

Adjectivefor Verb. ntM
!"Jtp!) (" turneth aside"

"turning aside"), chap. xiv. 8; -JEV 1^O / A _ ^

(" stood
" "

standing "), chap. lii. 12.

Verb for Adverb. ^ ^M^ (" aloud
"

" T V T ^

"were collected"), chap. xii. 6; "HIT -

*nrj^ ("to-

gether"
"
shall be glad"), chap. xxxi. 13.
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Adverb for Verb. ftftiy ;-f)!3ti5 ("make it"
IT T T IT

^

"there"), chap. xiii. 16; JTINtt H2^n ("refusetli"' * T -: T T v

"whence"), chap. xv. 18 ; 1$ 1$ ("sit down"

"again"), chap, xxxvi. 15.

Verb for Interjection. vin rPH (" alas !

"

"is"), chap. xxx. 7.

Interjection for Verb. ^n ''In (" shall be
"

"
alas ! "), chap. li. 2.

Verb for Pronoun. rj\>3 !~>3 ("every one"

"ceased"), chaps, viii. 6
;
xv. 10

;
xx. 7.

Pronoun with Preposition for Verb. Hi m
("it is come" "upon her"), chap. xlvi. 20.

Pronoun for Article. ttJD3!~T dtt?D3 ("the soul
"

" v T - T :
- v

"their soul"), chap. iv. 10; Tp'l.rr WT ("the

way
" "

my ways "), chap. vii. 23
; oyrr *>fcy

(" the people
" "

my people "), chap. viii. 5
;

d^il iD^ (" the people
" "

his people "), chaps.

xxvi. 23 ;
xl. 6 ; nn^H iT^n^ (" the war""

T T :
- ':-! v

"thy war"), chap. xlix. 26.

Articlefor Pronoun. ipy, Ti^ d^^n, V"l5lI . - T I ..
;
_ -TV 1 V T T

("thy land, thy cities" "the land, the cities"),

chap. iv. 7 ; vny _ n^l^n (" its cities
" " the

, TT . -XV V

cities "), chap. iv. 26; ^pttf d^?^n ("my neigh-

bours" "the neighbours"), chap. xii. 14; from

dmn (" her womb
" "

the womb "), chap. xx. 17.
V VT X ' *
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Conjunction for Article. d?E$ri d^Dlto (" the

heaven" "as heaven
"), chap. li. 53.

Conjunctionfor Pronoun.
dttliJp l"rti)j?$ (" their

bow" "as a bow"), chap. ix. '2; ^^13 ("which"

"because"), chap. xi. 17; "fltfN ^tfM3 ("what"' * v -: v -: -

"as"), chap, xxxii. 24.

Conjunction for Preposition. inb *irtp ("to

a mountain
" "as a mountain

"), chap. li. 25 ;

QiQj^ QIQ}^ (" to women
" "

as women"), chap.

li. 30.

Conjunction for Interjection. rtn QW^3

("behold" "but if"), chap. vii. 8.

Interjectionfor Pronoun. TftSn nsn ("these"

"behold"), chap. v. 5.

Adverbfor Pronoun with Preposition. na

("in it ""there"), chap. xlix. 18, 33.

Pronoun with Preposition for Adverb.

(m) Ttb$ ("there" "in it"), chap. xxxv. 7.

Adverb for Noun with Preposition. c&itf

dti) (" at Jerusalem
" "

there "), chap. xxxv. 11.

EHETORICAL EXPRESSIONS.

This species of substitution is very frequent. It

occurs in , nearly every chapter of the book. In

some instances, the variations probably arose from
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similarity between the forms of the words; in

other instances, they certainly arose from textual

differences in the ancient manuscripts. In by far

the greater number of instances, this latter will be

found on close examination to be the case. They
are all exceedingly interesting, but the following

examples of the more important of them will

suffice to show their nature and sinificance :

Similar Text. nttn)T2. FTCnrd. ("in her month"T : T : T T . :
v

"
in her humiliation "), chap. ii. 24

;

("lovers" "shepherds"), chap. iii. 2;

(" as an Arabian"
"
as a raven"), chap. iii. 2;

.(d'HS) d^S (" watchers
" "

companies "),

chap. iv. 16 ; tt)iN3 U)Si5 (" as a man " "
as fire "),

chap, vi: 23 ; d^S d^S (" heaps
" "

captivity "),

chap. ix. 10; nWttr pfaari ("tumult" "her

circumcision"), chap. xi. 16;
^sstft p^tt

'

(" from

the north" "overlaid"), chap. xv. 12; DVfiltiJTp

D^rya^m. ("I will bring them again" "I will

cause them to dwell"), chap. xvi. 15 ; Tto ^Kj

("a terror" "a settlement"), chap. xx. 4; jn_

nn ("grace" "heat"), chap. xxxi. 2; nps npS

("lame" "passover"), chap. xxxi. 8; Jr^il

(n^n) n^in ("oppressing" "Grecian"), chaps.

xlvi. 16; 1. 16; rrjpo Jr^ ("the hope" "the
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collector"), chap. 1. 7; Jrns rr^Q (" her bullocks
"

"her fruit"), chap. I 27; Wfrn Wfci'n ("they/' J. ' "" " T :

"" x '

shall be dried up
" "

they shall be ashamed
"),

chap. 1. 38 ; a^rip (Y")Ntt) 3nnft (" from the

sword
" " from the land

"), chap. li. 50.

Different Text. VIN^ i"HZ?Ni"f ("the land"*"
I V T T T T x

' "
the woman "), chap. iii. 1 ; rVTY10 Hi^to

(" stubbornness
" "

devices "), chap. iii. 17 ;

D^ru^tifo d5^10 (" y ur 'backslidings
" "

your

wounds"), chap. iii. 22; n-itail nag fto||? ("sweet

cane" "cinnamon"), chap. vi. 20; Wttrn Dl^plT

(" whom, they have sought
" "

to whom they have

cleaved "), chap. viii. 2 ; riYnttJ J~fiN) (" stubborn-

ness" "desire"), chaps, ix. 13; xvi. 12; xviii. 12;

ni^lini. JTJ^rn (" they may come
" "

they may

speak"), chap. ix. 16; rPH TiN (" wind
"

"light"), chaps, x. 13; li. 16; d^2n D^.
("jackals" "ostriches"), chap. x. 22; "I^JN

i^ifti (" men
" "

inhabitants "), chap. xi. 23
;

^^_^1^ ("they grow" "they bring forth"),

chap. xii. 2; ^rtnftN ^firHH ("our latter end"
; IT

"
our ways "), chap. xii. 4

; wy rnj?D (" hird. of
* "" TT

prey" "cave"), chap. xii. 9; Hi^ 1iC>3 ("is taken

captive" "is destroyed"), chap. xiii. 17; Enyn

D^Nil (" give them over
" "

collect them
"), chap.
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xviii. 21; ^$1-1 'wyft ("ye will hear" "ye

will do"), chap. xxii. 5; ftfjg vtyjj YfG5 *Tfn

(" his holy words
" "

his glorious majesty "), chap.

xxiii. 9; n^ti? ilfrOto ("a taunt""a hatred"),T ; T . \ . /

chap. xxiv. 9
; D?rn Sip "Tift JTn (" the sound of

the millstones
" " the perfume of myrrh "), chap.

xxv. 10; "Pyn Y^Nn ("the city" "the country"),

chap. xxix. 7 ; rrn
]35 1*15 Y#| (" a watered

garden" "a fruitful tree"), chap. xxxi. 12;

rtlfrn nn^^. (" sorrowful
" "

hungry "), chap.

xxxi. 25 ; ti^M y^M (" men
" " land

"), chap.

xxxvi. 31 ; D^rr T^H (" the people
" " the

city "), chap, xxxvii. 4
; a^ina TiSia (" with

cords
" "

into the pit "), chap, xxxviii. 6
; d^i

^ ("the day" "the time"), chap, xxxviii. 28;

i-iyi Vl^l ("in the cities" "in the land"),
Iv : I :::* '

chap. xl. 5
; Ynyi 'i^i ("in his cities" "in his

forest"), chap. 1. 32.

SYNTACTICAL FORMS.

This class of substitution, of which there are

many examples, possesses a remarkable significance.

Its number, too, is nearly as important as its

nature. Comprising idiomatic expressions, which

are peculiar to the Hebrew language, the cases
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prove conclusively recensional divergences. The

only variety necessary to note in this connection

is that kind of Hebraism which consists in the

joining of an infinite absolute to the finite form of

a verb to give emphasis or intensity to the idea

expressed. The following are illustrations of such

hebraisms :

Emphaticfor Unemphatic Form. 1^ mofrl

ITiQj ("return" "verily return"), chap. iii. 1;

iT'iT ("PIT YTl ("were" "really were"), chap.

xxii. 24; wij JftM fr\3 ("I will put" "verily

I will put"), chap. xxxi. 33: IMl 1*QD 1D21a. / J- - T : T - - T :

("shall turn about" "shall verily turn about"),

chap. xxxi. 39 ;
jni) 13317 jn|fl |n|PT (" behold, I

will give
" "

verily it shall be given "), chaps.

xxxii. 28
;
xxxiv. 2

; ^5$JT| ^Ipt^ *i3tt5l ("I will

make drunk
" "

I will verily make drunk "), chap.

li. 57.

Unemphatic for Emphatic Form.

you, rising up early and speaking" "I spake

unto you"), chap. vii. 13.

PROPER NAMES.

Of this class of substitution there are several

varieties, such as one proper noun for another, a
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proper noun for a common noun, and vice versa,

In some cases, the original texts were just the

same,; in other cases, they were different. The

following examples of each variety may be given

by way of illustration :

Proper Noun for Proper Noun. ViftN -yiftN

(" Amon
" "

Amoz"), chaps, i. 2
;
xxv. 3

; n^f
ntoS irrf>N ("Lord of hosts" "thy God"),T : T vi

chap. ii. 19; rrirP ^frpto
11

dJ'i'lj? ("the Lord"

"the Holy One of Israel"), chap. iii. 16
; DiT^i*

DtfVto {> ("their God" "their Holy God"),T If " vi ^ J 1

chap. iii. 21
; JTif^S O^il'^S ("to the Lord"

"to your God"), chap. iv. 4; i-firf. ^'"TN rrirr1
.

(" the Lord God
" "

the Lord
"), chaps, vii. 20. ;

xiv. 13
;
xxxii. 17; niNlS iTiiT iTiiT ("Lord of

T : T : -r :
N

hosts" "Lord"), chaps, vi. 9; ix. 16; xi. 20; xx. 12;

xlix. 26
; 1. 33 ; li. 58 ; ^)-J*?N rrtlT L

v: T :

(" Lord our God
" "

God"), chap. viii. 14
;

D^ftVTN ("Judah" "Idumea"), chap. ix. 25;

j^^IQ^^ (" Uphaz
" "

Mophaz "), chap. x. 9 ;

-rtj-^t^Hj-j ("Lord" "God"), chaps, xiv. 10;
T * V. T

1. 15; ^JiSw n^ rrtif ("Lord our God"
v: T : -r :

^

" Lord "), chap. xiv. 22
; j-flHl? ^'rhtt rr^n1

.
STiiT1

n*l^l5J (" Lord God of hosts
" " Lord of hosts "),

chap. xv. 16; ^n 111^ ^(l^"' (" Coniah" "Jecon-
T; T T . T ;
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rah "V chap. xxii. 24, 28; rtirp wr rrtiT' T : v: T :

("Lord" "Lord our God"), chap, xxiii. 38; via

fti (" Buz
" " Koz "), chap. xxv. 23 ; VTQ D"tQV ' * TT TT

("Medes" "Persians"), chap. xxv. 25; rfirp

^Snlp. 'rfetjl rrtit; ("Lord" "Lord God of

Israel "), chap, xxxii. 28 ; Tt^tbO it^S
1
* (" Jaazan-/ > T:--: - T.T:^

iah" "Jeconiah"), chap. xxxv. 3; c^N THEN' * T-: -

(" Syrians" "Assyrians "), chap. xxxv. 11
; Vbnto'1

p^tl)^. ("Israel" "Jerusalem"), chap, xxxvi. 2
;

tna^MI IJTyiattJ irulm irma
1

?^ (" Shemaiah and
V T T : v ; x ; : I T x x : v v *

Elnathan
" " Shelemiah and Jonathan "), chap.

xxxvi. 12; iin^T TT^Ii (" Jeremiah" "Baruch"),T : :
' x ^ '

chap, xxxvi. 32; fi'^lsn'1 rtnip (" Irijah
"

"Seraiah"), chap, xxxvii. 13, 14; v^UJ11^ yttf^N' * ^ T T vs r v:

(" Elishama
" "

Elisha "), chap. xli. 1
; nw

n^^iT]| n^to5?tt")3. n^t^ ("Jezaniah the son of

Hoshaiah
" " Azariah the son of Maaseiah "), chap.

xlii. 1; rrtn> Q^rlSg njm. (" Lord
" " Lord

God"), chaps, xlii. 4; li. 62; ^prfttt n^ nln41

' ' J- ' v v: T : x :

("Lord thy God" "Lord"), chap. xlii. 5; rfilY!

^M^N TfiTP ("Lord our God" "Lord"), chap.
v: T :

x ' *

xlii. 20
; n^ttJIil iTtoJftD (" Hoshaiah

" " Maa-

seiah
"), chap, xliii. 2 ; rrtNa? n^rr. ^IM n^n

4

;

^ri1

?^ ("Lord, the Lord of hosts" "Lord our
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God"), chap. xlvi. 10; nV?N drPN ("Elealeh"' * T : v T x

" Etham "), chap, xlviii. 34; d'HES d'HIS

("Nimrim" "Nivrim"), chap, xlviii. 34; rfij-p.

rrtNSS rfiJT (" Lord
" " Lord of hosts "),T : T :

x '

chap. xlix. 18;
ppilrTl dy'lIT? (" Jehoiachin

"

"
Jehoiakira"), chap. lii. 31.

Proper Noun for Common Noun. -ft^ ^^
(" rock

" "
Zor "), chap. xxi. 13 ; riN tX V V T

("cedar" "Ahaz"), chap. xxii. 15; Qi^s

("waymarks" "Zion"), chap. xxxi. 21
; HitfpBn

nDH ("the citadel" "Hamath"),, chap, xlviii. .1;

yT1"!
1

!^ miyiiJ (" her little ones
" " Zoar "),

chap, xlviii. 4 ; Q|^tt (^) DiiSp (" their king
"

"Milcom"), chap. xlix. 1, 3.

Proper Nounfor Adjective. ittji^n ^ttJ^ttJn

("third"
"
Salathiel "), chap, xxxviii. 14; |iTM .

dn^M (" strong
" " Etham

"), chap. xlix. 19 ;

iri
11^ \W& Wa (" strong

" " Gaithan "), chap.

1. 44.

Proper Noun for Verb. "^li?!! (r\)^!:LttJrT

("pass by" "Hishbi"), chap. xlvi. 17; nm
(niirr)nil ("broken down" "Hagath"), chap.

xlviii. 1.

Common Noun for Proper Noun. Vn^'iy
'
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(" unt Jahaz
" "

their cities "), chap.

xlviii. 34.

Common Noun for Common Noun. i

("wind" "light"), chaps, x. 13; li. 16;

Y^ ("men" "land"), xxxvi. 31.

Verb for Proper Noun. Itoj? (n)ltoy ("Esau"
" have done

"), chap. xlix. 8 ; Tips (" Pekod
"

"punish"), chap. 1. 21.

Adverb for Proper Noun. DVhD MVYHE

("Merathaim" "sharply"), chap. 1. 21.

LETTEES.

The number of substitutions of letters is very

large. Some of them were, doubtless, due to im-

perfection or corruption in the ancient manuscripts;

others of them evidently arose from similarity of

consonants in the early Hebrew and Aramaic

alphabets. The resemblance between many of the

letters in the earlier alphabets was much greater

than it is now in our Hebrew Bibles. A com-

parison of the old Semitic characters, will show at

once how easy it must have been to be misled in

transcribing them, especially if they happened to

be written indistinctly. In the transitional stages

from the primitive cursive form to the present
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rectangular form of writing, it is quite natural that

such substitutions should have often taken place.

It is not always possible in retranslating to deter-

mine with certainty the nature of each substitution.

For this reason, while most of the examples

collected should be regarded as tolerably probable,

a few of them must be regarded as purely con-

jectural but reasonably possible.

In some passages, it will be readily observed,

the Hebrew, in other passages, the Greek exhibits

the primitive as well as the superior form of text.

Both their number and their nature are so interest-

ing that the whole list of substitutions of letters

is here appended for the critical examination and

consideration of Hebrew scholars, each of whom

may compare the merits of each reading for him-

self. For this reason, it is not necessary to direct

attention in this connection to examples of superior

reading in either text. Owing to the possible con-

fusion of so many letters in the ancient alphabets,

because of the irregularity and indistinctness of the

characters, it has been thought advisable to submit

the complete collection for the inspection especially

of those particularly interested and skilled in

Semitic palasography. The more doubtful in-

stances of supposed substitution, it will be seen,

are indicated by an interrogation point. The

following is the list :
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= 3 C^ic^ *T3tf] (?), li. 35). =1 (rfsKSM

nV$tt, xxxii. 8).
= Jl

(tjbtf TObft, ii. 25; *U .

FD,' xlvi. 20; Kbr ffi3, xlvi. 25; b"b;; sib^ri,

p3?T i|p":?tirj,
xlviii. 31; dTTitf d^frl, li. 40).

= 'n (riM fisno, ii. 24; sibtfb teltij^), v. 4;

d-y&n ninri. k 12).
= 5 (rns nins, ii. 24;: T v v - ' / \ r : T ' '

JTtfbtrj njsat)
1

),
ix. 16; naspb rnsnb, xxxi. 12

;

nn^ nari, xxxi. 25;
t

vfl3^
t

vrosiH\, xlix.

38).
= n (5<2r) nan, xxi. 12

; SSPJ SSD nsan rizs,

xlviii. 9; T TO, xlviii. 16).

- J ('Wbsa -Sb?S (?),
xxxi. 32). =1 (ntt?S

(n)
1

]^, xiv. 4; "nasa -"^isa, xlviii. 28).
= D

(ra? ^S(?), xxiii. 9; ^^3p *pMD, xlvi. 14;

si-an ^n (?). li. li). = b (iiftaM iifiaVi, xxii."T "T\/' / \JTT- ITT~: ?

20).
= D (D^M d^/J, xxxviii. 24; p$-l

yisa, xlvi. 10).
= D (D^n DW(?), xi.'is).

= D (dirn&Qina Dsrnnxsna (?),
xii. 13; ahcb

fpttb, xv. 3; 'n^nb^ msirtto, xxy. 9; SITJSI

^(P), 1. 37).
= s

("i-ta? *iisg(?), xxiii.
9).

T

= p

(aj55 pby, xvii. 9).
= n (tr:?^ d^ta, iv. 29;

"aifia dniDS, xxx. 16; nBato naiti or
na^ij?,

xlviii. 32).

= S (Tl^ TH^ (?), xlv. 3).

= i
(-nabTab, ii. 24).

= b (T? b?, xxv. 31).

= p (nsJTaa ps^i or pa^(?), x. 3).
= n fr^ns

wnn, ii. 19; n^. n'5n, iii. 15; TO W,
iv. i

;
siTti

st}:
i-nisan

1

: i
v.

'

7
; w^ na'jn ,

vi. 2"
;

njrsri "i^n/yi. 6; Tfi ^1, vi. 18; rrofna
1

!
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naTO, tiffin tt'^n, viii. 14; t^ ^TQ, xiii.

25; Dn---BfO, xiv! 9; .^? -ha, xx. 8; W
tlign, xxiv. 2; nninb nnsnb, xxxi. 12; na*W

nan, xxxi. 25; inx "in (bis),
xxxii. 39; T3

^'a. xii. 9; rnnans hwro', xivii. 5; ran)7 / T J ! T J !
' ' T

^ni.xlvii. 6; m* W,xlvii. 7; IS T?,xlviii.T' ' TT: T I
' ' ~ '

32; yinriS QJJ*T?i
xlviii. 34; nx?. mtXV, xlix.

22; ifiHT -Wr, xlix. 26; 1. 30; TJtj TO, xlix.

27; W^rjV^?Hl, xlix. 38; ^n Wn,
li. 6; trti Tian,.li. 14; in^a lafta, li. 58).

= r\ (TO-^-WHa, xi. 14; TJj? m, xlviii. 16).

= S (D^h d^p, xi. 5; I7J1~SS^N, xv. 18;

^MlT^% xxxii. 25
;
^tini y<Wf\, xlii. 12;T : TT' '

: TT ' '

n^nb n^ssi, xlvii. 4).
= a (msaa^a (?),. . - . . . - T 7 / \ T . , ..

._. T \ /7

ii. 23; d^atl 13^52, xxv. 11; D^H tfb, xxxi.

35; ba*isn ba*isa;.*7sbsni ^bsasi, L19). =1
7 ._..__ v .__7 T .._. T .._7 /

(drns 13^5, xiv. 9). =1 (ni2?n wn. ix. 4;V T : T : '. ' \ - -
.... ...

5 ;

nnato inaia
,
xxxi. 7).

= H (dnb onb, xvi. 7;T ; ;
* ' / V V T VV ' '

ns&nsn rena3, xxii. 17).
= D (rim dn^, v. 17;

rrraabi a'n'oabi, xiii. 18;
. wra troa, xxix. 7;T . . . , . . _ . 7 7 T _._ T . _ 7 7

ttVip oMp, xivi,22).
= D (na^ oa'vi, iv. 29).

= 3? (rfenn mbsi^i,
xlviii. 2).

=
"i-(rny m*,

vi. 18; ranra ^aua, xiii. 17; namn ^ann, xxv.
7 TJ- -;' ' T - -TV'

15).
= D (Wli* !TO, i. 6; xiv. 13; xxxii. 17;

h^n ''l^, vi. 8; fiJfia Wba(?), xvii. 16; J-J15

WD, xxxiii. 12).

= l'(b^fi
>

i bsiana, iii. 15). =.1 (i^ dDfrs,

xxx. 17).
'= PI pa'irt na^n, ii. 12; naa rrjas,
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ix. 2; TOb rrplb, ix. 4; nes} reEn, xxxi. 8;

Ito fito
(?),

xlix.
8).

= *
(nizn? rrsri?, v. 6;

man rrro . vi. 2; sisaffl -ssba, .xv. 16; *ia3
TT T :

' '
. : : -: ' '

:

"533, xv. 18; mtltt fiTTD, xviii. 20, 22; JTrn

TtT; ^1 2^.5 xx- 16
5
tJW IMF

7
xxiii. 4;

"mzh Wl, xxxi. 24).
=

1 (ib tjb,
xxii. 15).

= b (bDl bDDb, xxi. 9; . "Wj "iSCb, xxiii. 19;

mawitipab'! 1. 7).
-= l'

"I; *! ; / /

xxxiv. 17).

-
fl fftps-ciTOi xii- 13

)-

i. 2'; xxv. 3).

J = 1 (T 'IS, xi. 15).
= 2 (p?TS pn2(?), xx. 8).

= f (fbs^ 'p^, xv. 17).
= "1 (WM nj2Vor

!|-|ji|,
1. 37). ='b (p?]N prfTCJJ (?),

xx. 8).

n = i (Tn^ TT(?), vi! 26). ='n (^n n^n,'ii.

12; rturra tnuJHria, ii. 24; mns rwi or n^ns,' T:T: r r . :
' ' :- --:- :- '

viii. 16; Wrraa bnpa, xxxi. 4, 13; sibbm *i%rr>,7 . k 1 .7 7 / .. * .. . 7

xxxi. 5).
= D pcarn }CBM (?), xiii. 22; Dn^TD"

1

!
/ \ : :v : :

v /' ' ;-:

toblDDI, xxxviii. 11).
=

"] (ft^lD
1

; "rp^, xvii. 8).

. = a (rntitfi n5aici(?), ii, 6; tineg ^(a) op, xlvi.

15).
= 9 (rCT-vj?^ (?), ii. 25).

= 1 (inob-

jrpt:b(?),xv.3).

ia.
= b dri^sti n;3Bti or n^as, xxxvm. i).

n = 3 (DTH dns, xviii. 17).'
- - 1 (ta** ta* 1

],

v. 17; ibVi?
1

;
bbl? sibb^ *ib^, yi. 9; to3^_ni^,

vi. 23; d^b Wbjb(?j, ix. 10; "38S" *38iri; dT5ffl' -
5 T:\/' '

-.. T: -.:' '

D'iptt, x. 20; ^B^ SB^; ^ttJBF) tpHJSIF),

x 24; IJbaj -iEfciiJ; ^53'TH' ^TT, xx. 10; ^3lh

M
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1ST); ilbuir hfofil, xx. 11; W-1rt2\ sxi. 6;: T' : r ;-:' '
-..r -T ' '

*$1? I'TlSb, xxvii. 6; ^"viB ^iti, xxxi. 2; "b

ib, xxxi. 3; "Jtan WtMn, xxxL5; Ta "ria,

xii. 9; "lyfi wi, xlvi. 9; bfla birn, xivi. 22).

= D C*vfe3 dwibs, ix. 15; ^nBdrpyrg,
xxiii. 1; "atia d-jta, xxx. 16).

= tb (ST^T

H^TlB, xxxvii. 13, 14)!
= n (D"?71 QP^I. vi. 29;

"^ap n^]p, xxvi. 23).

V = y (BT W(?), xxxyiii. 28).

Dn= 1 (D'OP'a Wapa, xlviii. 33).I \ 'T I v *r ' /

r = ^ (^TDb ri^-iab, xxiv. 9).

D = H (^3 ^iffisa, v. 19; fiSffi
Ito'QJ,

xxiii. 9;

Wpb^nsnlpbjpbna, xxiii. 12).
= T

( lib.
1

;,

xii. 2).
'== i

(b3^i bh

b3(?), xx. 9).
= a (^3

maftq, xxxvi. 32).
= D (Drb1 Drb1, xxxi. 9).

=
T

^ (rrjaa-a^, ii. 23).
- p (nnsa-^a (?),

W'Bti np*V8iJ, ii. 23; !|-0 iK^p, xviii. 20).vt r : ': v :
-' ' T i'r ' I

1
= 1

(*JB? IS?, xxxi. 7). =b (^ bb
1

;,
xlvi. 22).

= D (IJT n1h
,
xxxi. 19).

= D"1

(?n?i2? trja?,,

xlix. 4).
==

1 (ip* "]

or ^S, xxxvi. 17).

b = 1 (art Dtia. viii. 9; D3b D3a, xiv. 13; bbb
\ V T V T ' ' V T V T ' '

:

bba, xix. 13; xxix. 22; D^S3b d^sa, xxiii. 9;

tjb i^a,
xlvi. ii; fiab tfba, xlvi. 13; brto^

bslapa. xlix. i).
= T (nba rfsias = i^x,T :

*
:

' ' \T:T : 1 :'

xii. 11; Vian tisn, xiii. 14; b? 1?, xxxi. 39).

=
"I (n^rrfp n^Dni, xlvii. 4).

= 12 (rh^n^,
xxii. 30; bbisb dtab, xlix. 32). ="] (bV^ p^,
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iy.
3).

= 1 (*$] yhSJtt,
xv. 17; ^3^??,

c 34).
= n

(tj:bx -qnji,
ii. 19).

D - a .(T^srq fi*a, ix. 18; dmg dri'ia, xx. 17;

ttTwe rriDja. xxi. i; wbi = ufrtia itiija,T -:
- T -: -' '

: I : :
'

xxv. 3; S&B PES, xlvi. 25; d^^a ffaj^ia,
xlviii.

33; d^aa d-nai, xlviii. 34; iaO Ta3(?), H. 27;7
: :*' ' TT \ /' '

baaa *>aaa; yntfq paa,
K. 54). =n (nta^a

ntPSaSl, iii. 23; DTO3 iTiTtiS, xH. 17).
= D

(^qab fittb(?),
ii. 33).

= D (sirBa d323, iv. 8;

^at3 ^, xlviii. 32).
= b (D|^ Vs^j ,

xlix.

1).'
= 3

(-JITO "jlTO
or

-jFQ, xxxyiii. 1; d$ d*p:3|,

xlvii. 5; iflSB? d"J?3y, xlix. 4).
= S (Wpl

irpn, li. 12).
= p (binaa ir^a, xxxi. 4, 13).

= "i (nat hnt(?), xiii. 27).
= n O'faa ^n, vi.

25; dr n?, xxxviii. 28).

D = ID (D^S iir'W, xxvi. 19).
= *V (d5n T?H,

xxxvii. 4).
= n 03^ Wbab(?), ix. 10).

3 = j (-ran W, iv. i).
= T (n^ra n^q^(?), viii.

16).
= n

.(ba.3i5 barin, xiv. 21).
= b (nra

irG(?), vi. 29).
= a (by^iyra, xxxix. 3; fp

tjtt,
xlvi. 14; n^nbM fTttol, xlix. 2). =1

(friwi mnn, xxxvii. 16).

"J = D toa d3tt, iv. 8; W5" dST*
,
xxxi. 15;\ v V ' ' V T ' *

siSS^X dS"n. xlix. 19).v . -.' I

= n(^i rw!(?), vi.
14).

=
n(]n tfn, xxxi.

2).

= ta (nncb-tpts^?), xv.
3).

= D (lao T33(?),

li. 27).
= 2 (-"Jib

t

b.*tt&, ii. 21).
=

T
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,
v. 10).

= to (WW
1

] -sfeto, xxxi. 24).

n(iTcn^wtfn(?), v. ib).

3?.
= 8 W51 ^3"), xxxi. 24; rfjEQ m^a,-xlviii.

5).
= i (#1 -:p(?), xxxi. 35).'

='n(irasa

ffnha, iv. 29; p?7JJ ptt2!* or pn'iB, xx. 8; *Pta

-fibfiatf), xxxi! 32).
= i

("CSS 1p"(?), xx. 9).:
- T \ /' / \

.. T l\r \ /' /

-= D (n^ii; w^a (?), xvii. 16).
= D OT?^

-TBS, L 45).. =S (-^asa ^*isa (?),
xlviii. 28).

= 23 (SSh ^(?), xxxi. 35).

S = 1 ("trans T.'ina, ii. 19).
= D (^ b|:,

xxxii. 17, 27).
= 12? (ipSn ^n, vi. 6).

5^
=

1 (Cjrsw pa(B.)W(?), xlvi. 15). :

S = j (njabs
1

) i^si, ii. 6).
= n (^isaa nnsg,

vi. 27).
= a (!j?sa ^saa, H. 13);

= o ("3a
h
atn

^rpDHl?), H. 34).
=

p (TSJ-ij?;(?),
xx. 9).

= b
(":^n -s3-iBn(?),E 34).

"

7 = D (y^:*lS ta^?, xlviii. 34). =,"j ("psa

j-isa,
xliii. 13).

= p (y-S "j^s,
xlviii. 9).

p ,= a (ri-ip'nT^n n^bj^an, lii. 18).
= i ('^P??

^ac,-xxxi.i9).
= n (^bprin ^nbntin, iv. 24).

D OpM reP2, vi. 29).
= a (n'py pbs, xvii.

9).
L

S '(^P ?^s-> x. 18). =1 (prsri -rtoain,

xxix. 26).

"1 =1(^yT t|WT, ii. 16; ^'D
I

T5 M^-I? ,
v. G;

ire TOf?). vi. 29; 1^25 iitna* or sitW. vii.
-T --.. V /' 7 T ; v ;

- T -: '

. 29; TO'iaan^a bsnarTa, ix. 20; ntora (n)ni'2?i,

xiv. 4; tmn n^nn (?j,
xiv. 14; xxiii. 26; ?Tn

'

STH, xv. 12; T^MJTj TniaWti, xv. 14; D^p
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d^j5, xviii. 14; W 11g

lyiHS, xxxi. 8; *fi& *nS3D:, xxxiv. 5; ^5^5
Thyss. xlviii. 6; to^ toT, xlviii. 12; lira*

T ;
' ' I -T I T ' ' T :

1'nrn*. xlviii. 30; iffTrrp uhn-Tp, xlviii. 31, 36;T -I 7 ' V V * T T I" ' ' '

rtnT
1

] Q^T Stntl d-nj, li. 2; p^ p^J,
H. 34; ^TCI

liDK?), li. 35'; firta nnbai, lii. 9, 10, 26).

= 1 (?p; di", xxxi. 19; "pa "|"to,
xliii. 13).

=
rr(T^n trjsn, xxii. 15).

= n
(is'is inrK or

nrxn/ix! 7).

T

= p oi-Dn *a"5Ji(?), iL 11).
= D

(rri-ijV-nl3Tb(?), iv. li)!

T

xvii. 1 6; rYipnjHj Jnti^TJan,
lii. 18).

=

isamini, xlvi. 2).
=

1 (TCK -,a, xv. li).

= D ("ISaC MKp, xxxix.
3).

.

l
= to frlSSti ftsrno = ttEttO, ii. 24; KaiDSI

\ T -: T TT; TT;' ' ~
; *T

JSTCX1, v. 7; msaiD HKab, v. '24; flrftti ffrrv.-
: -T ' ' \ :

-
: ' ' T T-"

xviii. 20, 22; titi'P
bSiDitj, xx. 11; .to te,

xxiii. 39; rtWTlfc -fiiOTDb, xxiv. 9; llfittK -hTD3.
' T '

s
' T: :

' ' T TT '

xxx. 12; SIS1S5 ^iKiBin, xxxvii. 9; TIM dlrsnffi,

xliv. 9.

= tiJ (nSrytott-^lnl^TBlB,
ii. 23; isr} bWDP)(?), vii.

16; xi. 14; Wtitfl fiBizh. xiii. 16; ^ilJ d^ffl.
' ' TT: TT:' ' -

-r
- T

"

xviii. 14; *mto ^112, xxxi. 2; imrrp irhrrrp.7 ..
;

... 7 7 v I, T T |. 7

xlviii. 31, 36).
= ?5 (HmiT Wtt3? 7

xlviii. 32).

= X (TTiEb siatsb, ii. 33).
= 1 (n^

1

] -i^b51,

ii. 6). =n(nnbv
N

l rnb^,xxxi. 8).
= D (to

1

;

ito, xxxi. 40).
= ^(W W', iv. 1; t|Tjyn ^sn,

xxii. 22; SQS'iariFl W'iari^ xxiii. 20).
= ST(d^FJ

d^, x. 22; xiix. 33). =3 (nri?a Hs'sja, iii. 4).



CHAPTER VII.

THE ORIGIN OF THE VAEIATIONS.

HAVING accounted in general for the variations,

it next becomes expedient fully to explain them

in detail. Important as it is to know their nature,

to understand their origin is still more important.

Had they all a similar origin ? Were they all due

to the same cause ? If they were due to different

causes, why and how was this the case ? So far

as practicable, it is particularly desirable to obtain

a definite answer to these questions, not only for

the sake of solving the problem of their origin,

but also for the sake of understanding how to deal

.with the divergences in comparing .the Hebrew

with the Greek. When the variations have

received an adequate explanation, then we shall

be in position to see what conclusions the devia-

tions of the version warrant respecting the

contemporary Hebrew of the Bible. Not till this

has been accomplished shall we be able rightly to

estimate the valuable help the Septuagint is

adapted to afford, as well in reconstructing as in

correcting the present Massoretic text.
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Several causes of divergency have been already

indicated. In order to ascertain them all, it will

be necessary to analyze somewhat more closely the

enormous mass of simple and complex variations

that occur. In this way only can one properly

expect to discover the fundamental principles that

underlie them. The method here adopted of

translating the Greek back into the Hebrew

enables one to deduce these primary principles to

the best possible advantage. Before a deviation

has been retranslated, it often seems arbitrary and

capricious. It is partly, if not wholly, because of

this fact that the charge of arbitrariness against

the Greek translator has been received with favour

in such unexpected quarters and by such divergent

schools. By the method of literal retranslation,

which is purely philological and not by any means

mechanical, a large number of remarkable diver-

gences, which otherwise would appear inexplicable,

can be readily and reasonably explained. By this

method, moreover, the underlying principles can

be traced with almost mathematical precision and

with almost scientific certainty. The process of

accounting for the variations thus becomes a

matter, not of theory but of principle, not of

hypothesis but of proof.

Such a scientific explanation has a further pur-

pose. A complete account of the causes of textual
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variation will help us to determine the laws of

textual transmission. By showing how the diver-

gences arose in this prophetic book, we may also

show how they arose in the other prophetic books.

Indeed, the principles of explanation which apply

to the variations in Jeremiah apply, to a greater

or a lesser extent, to those in all the Jewish Scrip-

tures. An illustration of some one or other of

them appears in every Hebrew writing of the

Bible. It may not be, perhaps, too much to say

that in most, if not all, of the books of the Old

Testament, illustrations, on a larger or a smaller

scale, of every principle deducible from this in-

vestigation may be somewhere found. The ques-

tion of the origin of the variations, therefore, is of

paramount importance, and demands a thorough

and impartial consideration.

The origin of the variations cannot, of course,

in every case, be certainly explained. Each text

has had its own particular history. Each, too, has

shared a very different fate. The fortunes and

misfortunes of ancient manuscripts, like those of

nations and of individuals, are very varied and

very difficult to determine. Much of their history

always has been, and ever will be, wrapped in

complete obscurity. In the nature of things,

without miraculous intervention such as the Scrip-

ture writings neither claim nor warrant, it could
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not possibly be otherwise. This fact is too well

known to need discussion, as well as too irrelevant

to the present subject to call for further treatment

here* Although it is impossible to account for

every single variation with absolute certainty, yet

the most of them may be explained with tolerable

probability.

Before attempting to explain the origin of the

variations, and to point out the principles to be

applied in systematically accounting for them, it

will be proper to observe that the question is a

complicated one. The divergences had not a

common origin. Some were due to one cause,

some to another cause, and some to a combination

of causes. The principles deduced and demon-

strated in the subsequent discussion, though, will

show that there was a worthy reason for the devia-

tion of the version in almost every instance, as

well as indicate a .possible explanation of the varia-

tion in nearly every case. They will also prove

that the translator of the Septuagint, as unworthily

insinuated, was not a dishonest and ignorant pre-

tender, who arbitrarily tampered with the sacred

text; but an honest and efficient scholar, who

faithfully reproduced the original Hebrew, so far

as the imperfect and corrupt condition of his

manuscript allowed.

The first; cause of variation was text-recension.
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This was the fundamental ground of the devia-

tions. In the foregoing investigation, it has

been shown that a prodigious number of them

was due directly to recensional divergences in

the ancient Hebrew manuscripts. The originals,

however, of the Greek and Hebrew texts respec-

tively were not .entirely unlike. Though different,

they were not altogether different. At one time,

too, they were a great deal more alike than they

are now. Their agreement at the present time,,

moreover, is much more complete than has been

commonly supposed. That is, the divergences in

the ancient text-recensions were not so frequent as

the deviations in the Alexandrian version seem to

indicate. In many places, where the divergences

appear considerable, when scientifically analyzed,

they point to a very similar original. In many
other places, where the divergences appear remark-

able, when literally retranslated, they exhibit an

identical Hebrew text. In addition to the ex-

amples given in the preceding chapters of this

work, others will be given in illustration of other

principles of deviation still to be discussed.

A second cause of variation was interpolation.

This was a very fruitful source of deviation. As

has been pointed out repeatedly in discussing the

omissions, there is abundant evidence, admitted,

not merely by Movers and Hitzig, but even by
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Graf himself, that the Massoretic text has been

materially amplified by glosses. The hand of an

interpolator is often manifest, especially in certain

portions of the book. The number of probable

interpolations is very large. A considerable pro-

portion of the omissions appear to owe their origin

exclusively to this cause. Such glosses may have

been due, partly to the introduction of kindred

matter from other books of Scripture, and partly

to the transference of explanatory matter from the

margin to the body of the text. Many examples
of interpolation have been already indicated.

Hence, it is unnecessary to repeat them or to

multiply them here.

A third cause of variation was revision. This

was, perhaps, a more prolific source of deviation

than that of simple interpolation, inasmuch as it

seems to have been systematically practised by
editors or redactors appointed for the purpose.

Graf finds it convenient, for the most part, to pass

over this manifest peculiarity of the Hebrew.

Other scholars, though, like Movers, Hitzig, Bleek,

and Ktihl, have justly indicated its significance.

Scholz, too, has collected and discussed a number

of important passages which furnish striking illus-

trations of revisional divergences. One of the

most remarkable is chap. x. 2-16. As some

features of the variations in this section have
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already been described, it is sufficient here to add

that the absent verses in this section were easy

both to translate and to interpret ; and that, there-

fore, there is, not only the less reason to believe

that they were intentionally omitted, but also the

more reason to believe that they were arbitrarily

inserted. Other interesting passages, particularly

pointed out by Scholz, are chaps, xxvii. 16-22 ;

xxix. 11; xxxi. 17; xl. 4. He supposes very

plausibly that at first and for a time the apparent

insertions in these passages possessed the form of

marginal observations or remarks.
"
By degrees,"

he says,
"
these observations, here and there,

swelled to such a multitude that it became neces-

sary to put order into these additions which had

been arranged amongst themselves in rows
;
that

is, these passages underwent a revision. This was

evidently not performed by one who was unac-

quainted with the sacred Scripture, but by a

teacher, and certainly, too, by one of the most

illustrious of teachers."
x

A fourth cause of variation was transcription.

It is probable that a number of divergences were

1 " Nack und nacli schwollen diese Bemerkungen stellenweise zu

solcher Menge an, dass es nothwendig wurde, Ordnung in diese an

einander gereihten Zusafcze zu oringen, d. h. diese Stellen erfuliren

eine TJeberarbeitnng. Diese ist selbstverstandlich nicht von einem

der heiligen Schrift Unkundigen ausgegangen, sondern von einem

Lehrer und auch unter diesen g'ewiss von einem der angeseliensten."

Der masoreth. Text und die LXX- Uebersetzung, etc., p. 104.
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due to this cause. Errors on the part of copyists

occur, to a greater or a lesser extent, in nearly

every ancient manuscript. It is also probable that

mistakes of this kind in some degree belong to

both the texts. A few examples of variation

which seem to have been owing to so-called

Homosoteleuton, or like-ending clauses, are, perhaps,

most easily and naturally explained in this way.

Graf and Hitzig both endeavour to account for some

of the omissions on this ground. The latter, for

example, needlessly suggests that the sentence,
"
the man and the beast that are upon the face of

the earth," chap, xxvii. 5, has fallen out of the

Septuagint, as indicated, through oversight. He
also unnecessarily supposes that the .omissions from

the middle of ver. 12 to the end of ver. 14 of the

same chapter, were due to a similar cause
; but the

supposition has very little probability. The eye of

a transcriber would hardly overlook so many words

at once
;
and besides, as Hitzig himself admits,

ver. 13 interrupts the connection between admoni-

tion and dissuasion in this passage, and was most

likely wanting in the original of the Greek. It

seems probable that additions rather than omissions

arose from Homceoteleuton, and that,when the one or

the other was due to this cause, only a few words

at most would be added or omitted at a time. In

transcribing letters and words of like form, or
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letters and words of similar sound, a copyist might

easily make a mistake. Indeed, an occasional error

of this sort was almost inevitable. For this reason,

therefore, some of the additions, omissions, trans-

positions, alterations, and substitutions of letters

may have been, and, doubtless, were due to this

cause. As sometimes the one and sometimes the

other exhibits the better reading, it is often im-

possible to tell in which recension the error of

transcription arose. This can only be conjecturally

determined by the sense required by the context in

each case.

A fifth cause of variation was corruption. Many
deviations unquestionably arose because of an im-

perfect text. There is conclusive evidence that the

originals, both of the Hebrew and the Greek, were

more or less corrupt. Old writings cannot be

transmitted free from imperfection. From various

causes, and in many ways, they suffer from corrup-

tion, owing to the wear and tear of time. This

corruption may be due partly to great age, partly

to careless penmanship, and partly to imperfect

preservation. Besides, illegible, indistinct, or

mutilated parchment rolls have been occasionally

rendered more imperfect, it is supposed, by efforts

to restore them. Thus difficulties of trans-

lation are materially increased by the uncertainty

often experienced in deciphering obscurely written,
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badly worn, or poorly preserved manuscripts.

Where a variation was most likely due to corrup-

tion arising from transmission, it is often difficult

to decide with certainty which recension was the

more imperfect. In some places, the imperfection

was manifestly in the Massoretic recension, as, for

instance, chaps, iv. 1 ; xi. 15 ; xxxi. 2
; xl. 5. In

other places, the fault was clearly in the Alexan-

drian recension, as, for instance, chaps, xxvii. 18-22;

xxxi. 22. In a few places, there may have been

corruptions in each text, as, for example, chaps,

ii. 23, 24, 31
;

iii. 3, where the two texts seem

originally to have been substantially the same.

A sixth cause of variation was abbreviation.

Although there are not many examples of divergent

readings that have arisen from this cause, yet there

appear to be a few. It has often been conjectured

that discrepancies of numbers in different parts of

the Old Testament may be explained by assuming
the existence at one time of a system of symbolical

notation. But, inasmuch as no such symbols of

notation occur in the present text of the

Hebrew Bible, this conjecture has been regarded

as ingenious but improbable. The modern Jews,

though, made frequent use of abbreviations, and

the numerical employment of letters was once com-

mon alike to the Hebrews and the Greeks. Hence,

it is highly probable that similar signs of number,



192 . THE TEXT OF JEKEMIAH.

and similar symbols of abbreviation, may have

been employed either by the original authors of

Scripture, or by the later copyists and scribes.- In

several cases of difference of dates in this book,

abbreviation seems to be the most natural as well as

the most probable explanation, and it may possibly

explain numerical divergences in other books. The

"eighth" instead of the "fifth" year of Jehoia-

kim, chap, xxxvi. 9, is an example of this kind.

The symbol for the number 5 = n might be easily

mistaken for that of the number 8 = n, a species of

substitution that very frequently occurs, as the list

of resembling letters in the preceding chapter indi-

cates. Movers and Hitzig suppose Tpft, chap. iii.

19. is an abbreviation for VB j-firt1 1DN- The
' T : I T .

example is interesting, and the explanation is

possible. Again, according to Movers, Qji^, chap.

v. 1, which is wanting in the Septuagint, has come

into the Hebrew text, partly through abbreviation,

and partly through repetition of the similar con-

sonants CJVQN. Whether probable or not, the

suggestion is worthy of consideration.
"
My fury,"

for
" the fury of the Lord," chap. vi. 11, may have

possibly arisen from the translator regarding i, the

abbreviation for rfirt1
.
as a suffix of the first person

singular.
"
My anger," for

" the anger of the

Lord," chap. xxv. 37, Hitzig and Movers think,
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arose from his reading this letter again as a pro-

nominal suffix. An example of an exactly opposite

kind occurs in Jonah i. 9, where the letter was

read as an abbreviation for JTirT1 -

" An Hebrew
"

T ;

("H^y)
in the Massoretic text, is rendered

"
a ser-

vant of Jehovah
"

in the Alexandrian version.

Here, besides the abbreviation, the letter *\ was

also read by the Greek translator for the letter "T.

In this way the variation is easily and naturally

explained. Moreover, "the four and twentieth

day
"

for
" the jive and twentieth day," in chap.

Hi. 31, may most likely have arisen from the

confusion of 1 with n, the numerical signs for four

and five respectively, as Hitzig also has suggested.

A seventh cause of variation was punGtuation.

The number of deviations due directly to this cause

is very great. In this book alone it amounts to a

few hundred. Examples, moreover, occur in every

book of the Old Testament. The reason, of course,

suggests itself at once. In its original form the

Hebrew, as is well known, had no vowel-points,, the

consonants only having been written in the ancient

manuscripts. Thus the mode of writing greatly

increased the difficulties of translation. As the

language had long ceased to be a living one, and

as the version was made from an unpointed or

unpunctuated text, it was inevitable that variations

should occasionally occur. Without the help of
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punctuation, it was impossible to decide with cer-

tainty the meaning of a word in every case.

Ambiguity would necessarily arise, not only from

the double signification of individual words, but

also from their doubtful relation to each other. As

the context often admitted of more than one ren-

dering, the translator, without a definite notation

of vowel-points, was perfectly excusable for making

many divergences. The Massoretic system of

punctuation, which is additional to the letters, and

auxiliary both to the proper pronunciation and to the

true interpretation of the language, almost wholly

obviates the ancient difficulties of translation, by

removing the cause of ambiguity. But even the

Massorites, with all their trained acquaintance with

the language, and with all their practised skill in

punctuation, did not entirely avoid mistakes. A
careful examination of the appended list will prove

the correctness of this statement. Sometimes the

one, sometimes the other, reading is superior ;

sometimes each one is alike good, as scholars will

observe from the following examples :

n&f-nAa, i- 3
; nyj nyj,

i. 12
; ^q

ii. 2
; fei fes ii. 13

; Witf VTQttJ ',

T :-. ; T : :
- T

Mjlj#)3,
i1 - 20

'
"6>J2 pf?p,

ii- 23;

rnsnn #N, ii. 33
; mnnaa

ii. 34 ; rfatp
1

?, fl rvbtjfc, *ty
" 36
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-i, iii. 1
;

j?ft j?B,
iii. 9

; ttBpJpn

ftppfll, iii- 25 ; rfayFtfyyp, iv. 4 ; D3 DJ,

iv. 21; QiJnhV-D^rjS, iv. 31; *cn 15n, v. 6;

,
v. 7 ; !T>n^5 rr>rTn$, v. 10 ;

~"
TOI' v< 19; ^0-r^^to, v. 24; ttyil

tt^rr, vi. 1
; rrey n^s?,

vi. 6 ; issft ^jft, vi. 27 ;

W'Tj? ^"IP.,
vi. 30; y^a y^, vii. 7; rt^

n^3, viii. 6
;

xv. 10 ; xx. 7 ; DD^ON DD^D^
T T * : T -: 3

viii. 13; EfTrttt tflrtttJ, ix. 7; D^^ d^i^ ;

1^ i^% ix- 10 ; W IS15

!,
ix. 11; xxiii. 17;

a, ix. 21 ; *n55 ^i^, xi. 15 ;

. narj n^terr,
xi. 16

; ^"rtn

^lin, xi. 18; tib\ tify\, xi. 21; n^H rtn;

b, xii. 9
; n^to nnto ; roattfT: TT T\ T--:

,
xii. 1 1

; ty-jt i^nt ; 'nsjj-'nSj?,
xii. 13 ; ^ntp

lunpttJ,
xiii. ii; notov-rrotth.,

xiii. 16; n^ rrSs;

n^ri n^n, xiii.- 19 ; ^nn ^n, xiii. 23; ^rj

i-lpM,
xiii. 27 ; rTO3 rrob, xiv. 8

; pQ5K) ?IB$Q,

xv. 12; iytn_^, xv. 16; n3MO TOMO, xv. 18;

J rfm$ 3
xvi. 12 ; xviii. 12 ; DVtfZUprjl

),

xvi. 15 ; rhglr-rblfi., xvi. 18 ; -itol

itoi, xvii. 5; N"P ^\ xvii. 8; toWl ttJjfc?V-
: v : TI. -. T : v: -'

xvii. 9
; ttfeM e^3N, xvii. 16

; D^SMn D^Mrr,T v: >T : T T -T -IT >

xviii. 3
; 15, IT, xviii. 6 ; dKT
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xviii. 17; ffofea fX&$,
xviii. 18;

xix. 1; nrfifc ftl-SB, xix. 8; tfsTV- T T - I

ptern*! itefta, xix. 9; .^a^ -nt^,
xix. 11

;

iiaiQ
1

? ; Q^nv-D^m ; osrn D^m.,
xx. 4

; ny

~W^ j
xx- 5

; ^"^ xx - 7 ; ^'n ^"i>
xx< 12

H?2to h?2to5
xx. 15 ; asm D5m, xxi. 7 ; ^12 *ft- -- T T-:T-:

xxi. 13; 1^51 1^31 (
?
)'

xxii- ?' d

xxii. 12; n^ HtoiT, xxii. 15; l^tf

xxii. 19; rhtt rbto, xxiii. 10;
IT x V I"

.xxiii. 32; &v &v, xxiii. 36; TlfeJ TTttJ
. ; . T .. T 3

xxv. 36; ijvvina' 'nh'in^,
xxvi. 4; ynqnrt

nnn, xxvi. 19; jmsn rf"a3n=^"D5n>xxvii. ii;
T -.-: XT-:- T -: - T -: -

1^% xxx. 6 ; d^ dy> xxxi. 2 ; ^5 ^tp2,

xxxi. 5 ; HDS npQ, xxxi. 8 ; "Hm. Tim, xxxi. 13;

. ^1^ xxxi. 20; *rrf\F\ irYrto, xxxi. 33;

T rtVl 5
xxxii. 32 ; rtitiynte'y, xxxiii. 2 ; fcfi

M'iiai, xxxv. 11 ; laJ itf, xxxvi. 15 ; fc^
T- "-. :

xxxvii. 4 ; 1^53 A^l, xxxvii. 5
; *iN$Jpj INtpJn,

xxxvii. 9
; tftyfr PfiWft,

xxxviii. 23 ; 1^1313;,

xl. 4
; n^ nipp, xl. 5 ; a^ ncj'n ; ")ij>S

-,1^,
xli. 10; QV^ ffnian,

xli. 16; xliii. 6;

xliv. 20; N^-fcm xliv. 17; ^^-^toM, xliv. 26;
T T T

h itoD^l, xlvi. 9; n^rt Sl^n, xlvi. 16 ; 1. 16;-
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btf W)j? btf
1fcr)j?,

xlvi. 17;

xlvi. 28; pNlD' pNfc,
xlviii. 9; rnrjD rnnz?,

xlviii. 16; *QJ^ 13$; 3ttfj ttpttfy
xlviii - 28 >

rw-i rwa; nil DTI, xlviii. 29; vta ^na (?),v T T . : T : T - -
:

'

xlviii. 30 ; bs'pB bi^, xlix. 3 ; itoy toy,
xlix. 8

;

mssi iTtffii, xlix. 22
; iripn rnpa 1- 7 ; in^n

T: T T :
-

>: >- :

-irrnrr, L 17; ihrr-3-n 1. 21
; ^a-^a, 1. 26;

tfVrp M, 1. 29 ; ^^1^1^ ; inn'1 ^nn^,I- .. "T : : T : T -
: '

1. 38; nftN MEN, H. 13; ^DJ ttbi, H- 17;- - v v: : : T

3"iho, H. 50; ^ ^ro, li. 55; nsmn ramn,I--I-T XT;T T::T'

li. 58 ; To TD& !" 12 -

An eighth cause of variation was dictation. A
considerable number of divergences appears to

have arisen from this cause. That dictation was

anciently practised in making or in transcribing

manuscripts is well known. Indeed, the prophet

Jeremiah practised it himself. In the beginning

of chap. XXXVL, he is described as dictating his

prophecies to his secretary, Baruch, who wrote

them upon "a roll of a book." In like manner, it

is probable that, in multiplying copies of the

Scriptures, one person dictated, while another,

perhaps, while several others, transcribed the
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language after Mm. In consequence of imperfect

hearing, or of indistinct pronunciation, or possibly

of both, divergences would naturally occur. In

the articulation of gutturals and sibilants and

liquids mistakes might easily arise. Moreover, as

Jeremiah's prophecies were delivered to a number

of different communities, and attracted much

attention at the time, many of them may have

been learned by heart and afterwards orally trans-

mitted. Eecensional differences, not only of words,

but also of phrases, may have arisen in this latter

way. Certain classical and idiomatic expressions

seem to point to oral transmission as their probable

cause ; for instance, such divergences as
"
Holy

One of Israel" for "Lord," "Lord God of Hosts"

for "Lord God," etc. The number of verbal

variations that may be explained by dictation or

by oral transmission is pretty large. In some cases,

dictation seems to be the possible, in other cases,

the probable, in other cases again, the unquestion-

able, explanation of the deviations in the version.

The following examples are submitted for careful

consideration :

by hx, i. ?, etc.
; ityjrr naon, " 12 ;

o, ii. 15; ix. 9; rcntofc nnttto, ii- 23; ^N
: v VT : Iv v :

-

,
ii. 27, etc. ; tAsn raND iD^sn PHO, iii. 3;

: :
-

: T I

,
iv. 24

; $} nn?3, iv. 26 ;
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V?rtf3, v. 4
; tvpii wrvirr or rwttjri,

v. 10; dnitpns dra$$, vi - 19 '

ip$3 rwtt,

vi. 29; ^3^3 ^|N3, vii. 10; Tjfiltp Tyn j IttJ, ix. 5;

nAn (?),
xi. 15

; nrwrafo nrvufa, xi. 19 ;
T S ' T :

- T T

d^rQ^rn D^riitylni) xii. 1 5
;

xvi. 1 5 ; nitp3

1itp3, xiii. 17 ; }Dftn3 *)D?P53 (?), xiii. 22
; di~n3

dTti, xiv. 9 ; NBin n3NE> B^ S13MD, xv. 18 ;
T ; T T -: T T T

rtaitf1
. T^"1

'
xvii. 8

; ^rtotijnft 13^1^x3,

xviii. 12; ^r\^ ^CJtO^j xviii. 14; *ro WipIT* IT* T J'T*

[?),
xix. 7

; pVt^ pn?^ or
pntoS>3

xx. 8 ;

!l3k "''ill n31i"T> xxii. 13; t^Mi tll^i} xxii. 15;
V V *~ V T T T T 1

^^ 0^3 ^Wl, xxiii. 31; rfil^n^v

5^1,
xxv. 9

; n^nn ^Qnil} xxv. 15 ; i'iQ^fc^'i

1, xxx. 1 8
; ib^m *l^!Tlj xxxi. 5 ; yity

Z ...;...; T

}, xxxi. 18; ''JTIpBD ^"TBDj xxxi. 19; typ31

^to31 5
xxxi. 24; "i^Syi MjlSnij xxxi. 32;

^3311^^211' xxxi. 38 ; n^ ti)W\, xxxvi. 22 ;

Yfj-jg *npQ (?),
xxxvi. 24 ; QH^ty^ D^Stt^l

xxxviii. 11
; l^rry l^UJN'U xiii. 12

; ^ij-j^^ ^Swij

xliii. 2; ntD31 St03T (?) 5.

xliii. 10; ntDin niVI ;TT! "" T I TT! TT:

j-^j/j^i tlli?*
1
?
xliii. 12

; ^5. iH^Lj xlvi. 20
; ftarr];!

ft, xlviii. 2 ; nWft nfc^ftj xlviii. 5
; Tptoyfci .
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toi, xlix. 2; IDS #D2 or fcto xlix. 8;
r v r - T

i ttbri, l. ii; vn ^n, li. 2;

, Hi. 19.

A ninth cause of variation was derivation.

Numerous striking divergences are readily explained

in this way. The combination of consonants often

permitted or rendered possible a twofold etymology
of a word. The Massorites derived it from one

root ; the translator derived it from another.

"Without the vowel-points, the proper root could

not be known with certainty, except in so far as

the context determined the sense required to be

expressed. The connection, though, sometimes left

room for ambiguity. Hence deviations would

naturally arise for which the Greek translator was

not justly responsible. Whether he was well or ill

acquainted with the classic Hebrew, there is reason

to believe that he was well acquainted with the

kindred Aramaic. With this latter he mav have
*/

been almost as familiar as with his mother tongue.

That the derivation of Hebrew words at the time of

the translation of the Septuagint was more doubtful

than during the days of the Massorites is question-

able
;
that it was more difficult before the punctua-

tion was fixed by the insertion of the diacritic
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points than afterwards is unquestionable. This

latter fact should be borne in mind, not so much

to palliate the translator's errors, as to extenuate

the faults of his translation, by showing that he

was neither culpably nor carelessly to blame for

them. Not only was his derivation in every case

permissible, but also it was in several cases prefer-

able. From the following list it will be seen that,

in a few instances, a variation arose from a sub-

stitution of letters in connection with a different

derivation of a word :

-rm i. 14; ^-a-^, ii 13; W-ttHPNi ii- 25;

xviii. 12; 'jTM-^t, ii. 36; mp-attP, & Q
>

viii. 12; ^p-^p, iii. 9; DD^-DU iv. 6, 21;

120 "m, iv. 16; |f
or pt-rut,

v. 8; fiy-tty,

vi. 1
; ^O-rfo, vi. 11 ; bs3 bsM, vii. 10 ; HDD or

?p-?]DN, vii. 21; pl-HDl, viii. 2; ix. 21; xvi. 4;

-ni1

^, viii. 4
; V^-rta, viii. 6 ; xv. 10; xx. 7;

-rfn, ix. 10; fen-^tt, xi. 16; nSn-^ra,
xii. 13; lltp itfcP) xii. 15; xvi. 15; xxiii. 3;

ya^-yiD,
xiii. 14; Ii. 20 seq. ; ^ rm xv. 18;

non-Din, xvii. 17; mttJ rfto, xviii. 20, 22;

TO-TVl or ni, xx. 10 ; M^-ra^, xxi. 12
; riH3

nnn, xxi. 13 ; ^jn nsn, xxii. 22; nt^-nty,
xxiii. 8 ; QNJ dlij xxiii. 31 ; nttfr N&O, xxiii. 39 ;

rhyby\ xxx. 13
; njn TIV, xxx. 20 ; im-mn,

xxxi. 13; dr-rm xxxi. 15; xlii. 10; M^t-r
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xxxii. 21 ; Ntifa NiM, xxxvii. 9; mt^ H^ 5
xli. 10;

p*T Q&Vxlviii. 2; tt^-ttm, 1- 38; 1^-11^
li. 38 ; rna-rm li. 59.

A tenth cause of variation was word-division.

The illustrations of this kind of deviation are

exceedingly interesting. Here again the discrep-

ancy was partly due to absence of punctuation. It

was also partly clue to the ancient custom of

writing Hebrew words without any divisions

between them, either in the form of spaces or of

points. Had the consonants been punctuated, or

had the words been separated, variations of this

sort might have been avoided
; but, as the letters

were unpunctuated, and written close together

without any marks or signs to separate between

them, it is only natural that divergences should

have arisen from this cause. It is no wonder,

therefore, that the translator, with nothing to guide

him but the connection in which they stood, should

have divided some words differently from the way
in which they were divided by the Massorites.

Even the latter have not always hit upon the

best division which the construction of a passage

properly and logically required. It seems very

probable that, in every endeavour to translate an

ancient unpointed manuscript, some divergences

would inevitably arise
; so that, after the Hebrew
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ceased to be a spoken language, no two renderings

of an entire book would be in all respects alike.

Some of the variations due to word-division in this

book afford excellent sense. In certain instances,

as the following list will show, the reading in the

Greek is better than the reading in the Hebrew :

n^M=n^?M, ii. 20;

tih\,
ii- 31; pS p-feta

ii. 33

trip ; tbsn WHK ^sj-j PNID,
iii- 3 >

-iy, v. 6 ; wAaia nnr^&ia (?),

viii. 18; SjflijttJ *\h : Itp,
ix. 5; ^ )i1Dp

xii. 13 ; tify\ ^tiy tih ^yfy,
xvii. 11 ;

W? 1^ (
?
)'

xx - 2; ^
xxii. 13; tfnnyfc Q-n^fc, xxii> 2

5
T -: T v

Ihp QTf^N, xxiii. 23
; NteawnN

IT :' T -

xxiii. 33
;

<

iy^n/> ^T)n fc&j,
xxxi. 2

;

Tytoa, xxxi. 8 ; fijfSij\ (n^n) ^n V-i55 xli. 9
;

: T:-: X TT' T

xlviii. 32; yn^^ DST*^,
xlviii. 34;

Ii. 58.

An eleventh cause of variation was word-com-

position. A surprising number of deviations may
be explained by difference of spelling. The vowel-

letters i and i, which, before the Massoretic system

of notation was invented, to some extent supplied
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the place of the vowels I and e, o and u, were not

employed so frequently in ancient as in modern

times. The truth of this statement is illustrated

by the marked tendency to their more frequent

employment, which is manifest in the later books

of the Old Testament. Even in the earlier books,

the usage is by no means uniform. The writing of

some words was almost invariable ;
the writing of

others was very variable. In the same book, too,

the usage fluctuates. Had these letters been

always Avritten in the translator's manuscript where

they are now written in the Hebrew text, many

significant deviations could not have occurred.

The absence of the one or the other of these letters,

and sometimes of both of them, as in chaps, xlix.

20 ;
1. 13, explains such variations perfectly. An

examination of each list of illustrations given will

show that the Greek again, in many places, presents

the preferable reading.

The following passages are submitted as examples

of cases where Waw was wanting in the ancient

manuscripts :

\

byv, ii- 13; n^-^j^i^ip, ii. 23;

rhwraa = nwnaa, ii. 34; rtiWT :
-- -r :

-- ;1 T

tay, iv. 4; D:? }D3=>)D^, iv. 6; rrtpll Mj?!?*

npn, v- 24
; nto = nD-i rrasi, m 31 ;

I
-

: T T - T
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3W# ^h * ^ =W '

ytfi, ix - 5 ; nS:q r6:n

= nfea, ix. 21; nnlto^ = nntoir nntoir, xi. 1 5
;

: T -: T -: T : T

fi^Hj xii. 9 ; xxvii. 6 ; .TT'niEl =- T-

V - V V - T -

^Q-y". g T"|"n55 = *13.35 "15.35 XIV. 9 " Q^3 ta

T^

D /im == o^7im ; D3i"iT 051"^ == Q^isrri) xx. 4
;

p?to -nns?to, xxv. 9
; xxx. 25

; fil^jp^

-.12;

xxix. 11
;

li. 29 ; ryt\-^rk$p\ = rbwf\>TT I T T T>

^mpa =^hm feipa (?), xxxi 4, 13 ; wiii

ijh
1

-!^ = iri^W, xxxi. 33
; Tty = "ty 1, xxxi.

39 ; ^^ = ^i_^, xxxii. 5
; fcHta^l

= M^b^
D^M^I, xxxii - 21; n^v-nin=h^5n, xxxii. 32 ;

ui ity = iittJ, xxxvi. 1 5 ; *fcrtn = "is^n
\ T T T T

^wn, xxxviii. ii; nwto
I V T T

xl. 5 ; nrwini^ () VBtP, xlii. 17; ^ntari^

() ^n^,xlii. 22; TTrttf = TtttJ T!^ xlviii- 18

rnW^n^ nbtf, xlix. 14 ;

nnlittJrTOi imJnn*i, xlix. 20; ^T':: i
~

s
~

^Xn, xlix- 28
>
30

?
33 ^ ^Bfl^-l

1. 11
; rpnfaD-fir6 nrm L is ; jrrt^jn

T V .~ TV T T ~
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rrah ntth, li. 58 ; nrna = HTO nrm H. 59.
T : T \ : T :

The following are examples of cases where Yod

was absent from the ancient manuscripts :

3 = my3 a-tya, iii 2;- T-: - T

,
iii. 21; vii. 29 ; ^ =

^l.-'jsn.,
vi. 14;

l==cfem D^fl, vi. 15; J

t M3 = ttJ
: .; T;T; .

t!J35
vi. 23; 1. 42; DfTTTOto

: :- :-

vi. 28 ; tTVT5to = ^~HllD, viii. 7 ;

T, xviii. 14;

,
xviii. 23

; HW nv^ = Jt'V
1'^ xx - 5

;
T : T v : T T? :

^ pT2, xx. 12; TpW =T^ Tji
1

!,

xxviii. 6
; "n^st W = WW, xxx. 21 .

5 ^3"n3, xxxii. 19; ^TOl rftfl =
:- : : T: TT ;

.1. xxxiv. 3; ^M = ITM Cjeo)) JM,
xxxvi. 17;

n^n = nrrin ^n^in, xliv. 7 ; ^i^ =n^T ' T : T :

taifo, xliv. 30
; mno mnn=rh^nD, xlviii. ie

;
;

' T-; T : T :

C^N = C1^"111?^'
xlviii> 44

; T9^ = 5I^
^h1

;,
xlix. 11

; prfia^ntfi

dttJ^,
xlix. 20;

ltf, 1. 6; irrt^o = njnijo prrfin, 1. 13;

,
I- 17; nD^-
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1. 29 ;

(or ^m,^),
1. 31

; YQ YDtt
=fOft, li. 20.

A twelfth cause of variation was word-signifi-

cation. There are many passages that furnish

apparent evidence of this kind. Several words or

expressions, whose ordinary meaning the translator

must have known, seem once to have possessed a

signification that has disappeared ; or, at least, that

has not been retained in translating the Massoretic

text. It is not unreasonable to suppose that many
words had meanings formerly which do not appear

in modern Hebrew lexicons. It is also not improb-

able that the translators of the Septuagint may
have been acquainted with ancient significations

with which the Massorites were unacquainted.

Some indications also occur of Aramaic influence.

As Knobel 1 has discussed the Chaldaisms or

Aramaisms in the Massoretic text, it is unnecessary

to refer to them in this discussion. It should be

observed, however, that a still greater Aramaic

colouring is apparent in the Alexandrian text. In

chap. xv. 18, for instance, where the verb nza

is rendered "overcome" in Greek, the meaning

expressed is rather Aramaic than Hebrew. In

chap. 1. 42, where the verb ptn is translated

"
having

"
in the Septuagint, either the texts were

1 Jeremias Chaldaisans, MDCCCXXXI.
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different, or this verb was then given its ordinarjr

Aramaic meaning of having or possessing. A few

other instances naturally suggest either Aramaic

meanings, or meanings of words in earlier times

that in later times were either overlooked or lost.

The following may be given as examples of possible

Aramaic significations :

p d
(jn),

iii- i; vr^ wr?P.

in^ vrt# OIJTI^),
vii. 29

; irn -tf

x. 13; li. 16; 'YQ^ TQ^ ("Pay),
xiv. 4

; nN
,
xxxi - 21 '

3ti n (ivi), xxxvi. is.

A thirteenth cause of variation was Gfreek-

transmission. Some deviations were undoubtedly

due to errors in copying the Greek manuscripts.

Examples of such mistakes in copying the ancient

Hebrew manuscripts have been already noted.

Although this is a similar cause of variation, the

principle has a particular application, and, there-

fore, claims a separate consideration. In order to

determine accurately how much the manuscripts of

the Septuagint have suffered by transmission in

this way, in addition to examining them carefully,

it is necessary to compare the ancient and modern

characters in which they have been written. Such

an undertaking involves a special investigation of

itself, and does not belong directly to the present
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discussion. In the work of retranslation, though,

a number of instances have been met that prove
that many variations may be adequately explained

by applying this principle, as well to the Greek as

to the Hebrew manuscripts. An application of the

principle to all the books of the Old Testament

would be interesting ; and, if not fruitful, the

results, at least, would be important. A few of

the more probable examples occurring in this

book, some of which were long ago suggested by
Sehleusner in his Thesaurus, may be given here.

The following possible cases will be sufficient for

the present purpose :

'uf/-> for tt7roa-T/3o<??9, vi. 19 ; KarevdrjvovTwv for

wovrcav, xv. 11
; pavaa for p,dvva, xvii. 26 ;

r--,. ,r for ^T/377, xx. 17 ; vo<? for Xao9, xxx. 18 ;

eVt
fjt,epov for e^)' f][j,epa<;,

XXXI. 19
; ot/AOU9 for w/iouv,

xxxi. 21..; w Sw^ for B9 aSov, xxxiv. 5
; %ei>e# for

yepeQ, xxxvii. 16
; 7% for 7-779, xlvi. 27 ; q

- -~

for 17 d-7rT6i7T09, 1. 2 ;
ev a-oi for e/c crou, li. 20 ;

for 0-/COT09, li. 34.



CHAPTER VIII.

THE CHARACTER OF THE TRANSLATION.

IT lias been frequently asserted, and is at present

commonly believed, that the Alexandrian version

of the Old Testament has been very unequally

translated. The translation of the Pentateuch and

of the historic books has been considered tolerably

accurate and trustworthy, but the translation of

the poetic and prophetic books has been considered

utterly inaccurate and untrustworthy. Owing to

the number and the nature of the deviations, in

these latter books particularly, the translators of

them are believed to have allowed themselves to

take all sorts of liberties with their text. They
are supposed, as has been shown, to have abridged

it, amplified it, modified it, and, in many ways and

places, falsified it. In short, by implication, they

have been accredited with having done everything

but honest work, and with having been anything

but honourable men.

Because of its alleged inaccuracy and incorrect-

ness, a poor opinion of the Septuagint has hitherto

prevailed. It still prevails, too, as a deeply-rooted
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prejudice. This prejudice is chiefly, if not wholly,

due to the acceptance of a false hypothesis respect-

ing the character and the causes of the manifold

divergences. It has been almost universally

believed that both the Greek and Hebrew must

and could be traced back to the same original

manuscripts. This fact affords the reason why so

many and such inconsistent theories have been

suggested for the purpose of accounting for the

enormous number of deviations in this book. On
no other supposition, could the charge of arbitrari-

ness have been received with so much favour in

such numerous and unexpected quarters. Had the

true nature and origin of the variations been

adequately understood, the unworthy views, so

widely prevalent, would long ago have been rejected.

Indeed, they would never have been seriously

entertained.

The general character of the translation of this

particular book has been already noticed in dealing

with the various classes of divergency that every-

where abound. Some of its chief features also

have been briefly indicated. These, however, need

to be more thoroughly discussed. It is particularly

necessary to ascertain, as accurately as possible, the

exact character of the translation, for the sake of

showing its real importance for purposes of text-

criticism. "We have nothing to do at present with
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the condition of the Alexandrian text itself. That

is a separate subject of investigation. Apart from

the condition of this text, the critical value of the

Septuagint depends essentially upon two things

the nature of the Greek translation, and the nature

of the Hebrew manuscript from which it has been

made. If the translation bears indications of

fidelity and care, and if the manuscript shows

evidences of purity and age, the testimony of

the version is entitled to the greatest possible

regard.

The first important feature of the translation is its

literalness. This feature applies in general to the

whole work. The narrative portions, though, it will

be found, have been more accurately rendered than

have the poetic portions, ofthe book. The difference,

which is very perceptible, is significant. It admits,

however, of a rational explanation. While partly

due to imperfection or corruption in the ancient

manuscripts, it was largely, if not chiefly, due to

the greater perplexity that was experienced in

translating poetry than was experienced in trans-

lating prose, from an unpointed text.. The absence

of "punctuation would naturally render the work

of reproducing the striking figures peculiar to the

Hebrew particularly difficult. Competent critics

will readily appreciate this statement. Unpreju-

diced observers, too, on carefully examining the
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Hebrew text itself, will find that the same difficulty

was also experienced by the Massorites.

Whatever may be thought or shown by scholars

to be the case with reference to the other prophetic

books, this book has been translated with the

utmost carefulness. As a rule, wherever the ori-

ginals of the two texts were the same, the Greek

exactly reproduces the present Hebrew text ; and

.
wherever the original of the one was different from

that of the other, the Greek accurately represents a

classic Hebrew text. The whole book indicates

that this text originally was very carefully trans-

lated. So far as the condition of the ancient

manuscript admitted, the work was unquestionably

well done. Not merely is the translation literal,

but the literalness extends to the order of the

words, often of the smallest particles, in the sen-

tences. Of page after page, and chapter after

chapter, this is true. The most peculiar construc-

tions, moreover, are scrupulously reproduced. No
modern English or German version of the book, it

is not too much to say, is nearly so literal in all

respects as is the Alexandrian version.

Indeed, so slavishly literal is the translation, and

so accurately does it represent the Hebrew idiom,

that the Greek, when retranslated into the original,

takes at once the Hebrew form. Even the legitimate

license of translation has been most sparingly em-
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ployed. The translator very often did not use it

when the genius of his language warranted its use.

In short, the work is Hebraized, the Greek style

having been sacrificed to the Hebrew style. Were

it necessary, innumerable examples might be given.

One needs, however, only to examine the transla-

tion to observe that it frequently adheres too closely

to the original to be tolerable Greek. The almost

exact correspondence of the Greek to the Hebrew

form may be proved by practical experiment. The

greater portion of the version can be literally

translated back into classic Hebrew, with scarcely

any change whatever in the present order of the

words. From these considerations, one may say

with Scholz, "A translation which follows the

original from word to word, even where the lan-

guage in which it is translated is opposed, must be

regarded as a translation in the strictest sense of

the term." 1

The second feature of the translation is its faith-

fulness. This characteristic is specially illustrated

in the case of Hebraisms, a few examples of which

have been given in another place. An instance

now and then occurs in which an idiom of this kind

1 "Eine Uebersetzimg, die von Wort zu "Wort, selbst wo die

Spraclie, in welclie ubersetzt wird, widerstrebt, dem Originale

nacligeht, muss als eine Uebersetzimg irn strengsten Sinne des

Wortes angesehen warden." Der nwsoreth. Text und die LXX-
Uebersetzung, etc., p. 22.
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is wanting in the Septuagint. Whenever this is

the case, then either the original manuscript did

not contain it, or it has accidentally disappeared in

the process of transmission. The translator was in

no respect responsible for the omission, firstly,

because of the simplicity of the construction;

secondly, because of the fact that such idioms are

frequently translated by him
; and, thirdly, because

of the still more significant fact, that such idioms

are sometimes present in the Alexandrian, where

they are absent from the Massoretic, text. For

these reasons it is evident, not only that he under

stood such peculiarly idiomatic Hebrew forms, but

also that he faithfully reproduced them whenever

he found them.

. In his acute but incomplete discussion of the

relation between the Greek and Hebrew of this

book, Movers long since directed attention to this

feature of the translation. Although he has made

some observations upon its significance, he has

pointed out but one passage where a Hebraism of

this kind occurs only in the Septuagint. As has.

been shown, however, it occurs in several passages.

A single instance, perhaps, would not be thought

sufficient to establish with certainty the character

of such a variation. Were there not more than one

example, it might with reason be suggested that

the idiom had accidentally disappeared from the
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Massoretic text. The number, though, renders

the suggestion worthless. In nearly every ease,

moreover, the examples occur along with, other

deviations which indicate then' nature past all

peradventure. They can be nothing other than

recensional divergences. It is inconceivable that

the translator invented them, or that he at any
time introduced expressions foreign to the Greek

language, where his original gave him no occasion

for it. These Hebraisms in themselves furnish

incontrovertible proof of a special text-recension.

In no other way is it possible adequately to account

for them. In addition to the direct testimony they

bear in support of this hypothesis, they also prove

conclusively the great fidelity with which the

translator did his work.

Besides the repeated occurrence of this special

kind of idiom in the Alexandrian, where it is want-

ing in the Massoretic, text, other idiomatic expres-

sions peculiar to the Hebrew also frequently occur.

One of the most remarkable idioms of the Jewish

language is the employment of a Waw Conversive

or Consecutive to modify the meaning of a primary

tense. Notwithstanding the apparently arbitrary

character of this idiom, which was not only foreign

to the Greek, but also incapable of being adequately

transferred to that or to any other language, it,

nevertheless, was reproduced with almost painful
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accuracy. So faithfully was the work performed,

that this idiom appears in many places only in the

Septuagint. The version often has it where the

Hebrew has it not. But one explanation can be

given of this fact. The idiom belonged to the trans-

lator's manuscript, and was conscientiously retained.

On this point, again, Scholz's observation is pertinent

and important. After showing fully how the Greek

sentences generally bear unmistakably the type of

the Hebrew language, he says,
" To this it may be

added, that a number of short words which stand

only in the Greek text are Hebraisms. On Greek

ground these cannot have come into the text. On

the contrary, a translator, whose only aim was to

make his readers acquainted with the contents of

the book, would have had every reason to omit, for

instance, the i as sign of the apodosis or consequent

clause. That he does not do it, is to us a further

proof of the scrupulous exactness of his work."
1

The third feature of the translation is its purity.

This feature refers to the original of the Greek.

1 "Hiezti kommt noch, class eine Anzahl der im griechiselieii

Texte mehr stehenden Wortehen Hebraismen sind. Auf hellenisti-

scliem Boden konnen diese niclit in den Text gekommen sein. Im

Gegentheil liatte ein Uebersetzer, dem es nur darum zu tlum war,

seine Leser mit dem Inhalte des Buches bekanut zu maclien, alien

Grand gehabt, z. B. 1 als Zeichen des Nachsatzes \vegzulassen.

Dass er es niclit thut, ist tins ein -\veiterer Beweis der scrupulosen

Genauigkeit seines "Werkes." Der masoreth. Text und die LXX-

Uebersetzung, etc., p. 109.
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As elsewhere indicated, there are frequent traces in

the Massoretic text of a systematic revision of this

book. In certain parts, the indications are not

simply striking but decisive, the original text

seeming to have been extensively enlarged or

amplified. As illustrations of this influence have

been given in another place, it is superfluous either

to repeat them or to multiply them. Bleek's judg-

ment on this point, though, is so important and so

just, that it deserves to be quoted here in full.

" When we impartially consider the individual

variations of both texts," he says,
"

it can be

determined from internal grounds, in many cases,

with the greatest degree of probability, that, in

these cases, the Alexandrian recension gives us

still the original text, the Massoretic recension one

somewhat revised. This is primarily the case

respecting rather longer passages which the Masso-

retic text has, but which the Septuagint has not,

where, throughout, it is much more likely that the

same are later additions, than that, belonging

originally to the text, they should have been omitted

by later transcribers or compilers."
1

1 "Wenn wir die einzelnen Abweiclmngen beider Texte unbe-

fangenbetrachten, so lasst sicli nach inneren Grtinden in vielen Fallen

init dem grdssten Grade vonWahrscheinlichkeit urtheilen, class hier die

Alexandrinisclie Recension nns nocli den ursprtinglichen Text liefert,

die masorethiselie einen etwas uberarbeiteten. Dies gilt zuvb'rderst

in Bezug anf etwas grossere Stellen, welche der rnasoretlnsche Text

hat, nicht abcr die Sept., wo nberall viel walirscheinliclier ist, dass
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As the custom of text - revision was long and

widely practised, this book may have been repeat-

edly revised. For such a custom there is ample

authority, and for such a probability there is

abundant evidence. The habit of re-editing and

recasting Scripture, which may have begun, perhaps,

with Ezra or Nehemiah, appears to have survived

till tolerably modern times. Eeferring to this

practice of revising ancient Hebrew writings, which,

whenever it commenced, prevailed for many cen-

turies amongst Jewish scholars or literati, Dr.

Eclersheirn observes,
" There are scarcely any

ancient Rabbinical documents which have not been

interpolated by later writers, or, as we might

euphemistically call it, been recast and re-edited." l

The activity and influence of these later Scripture

revisers are becoming more universally acknow-

ledged every year. Even Eyssel, in his recent able

but conservative work on the text of Micah, admits

the remarkable progress of this opinion amongst im-

partial critics, particularly since the time of Hitzig.
2

Moreover, he quotes, with apparent approbation,

the words of Cheyne in his valuable commentary

dieselben spatere Znsatze sind, als class sie, dem Text ursprtinglich

angehorend, sollten durcli spatere Abschreiher oder Sammler ausge-
lasseii sein." Einleitung in das Alte Testament, p. 321.

1 Sketches of Jewish Social Life, p. 131. (Quoted from Cheyne on

Isaiah.)
2

Untcrsutchungen iiler die Textgestalt und die Echtheit des Buches

Micha, p. 223.
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on the book of Isaiah, where the latter of the

Massoretic text significantly asserts, "It is becom-

ing more and more certain that the present form,

especially of the prophetic Scriptures, is due to a

literary class (the so-called Soferim,
'

scribes
'

or

'

scripturists '),
whose principal function was col-

lecting and supplementing the scattered records of

prophetic revelation."
*

The fourth feature of the translation is its

priority. This feature, like the preceding one,

applies particularly to the manuscript from which

the version was translated. By the priority of the

translation, therefore, is meant the priority of the

text from which it was made, as compared with the

present Massoretic text. In general, the Greek

presents the earlier and the more original form of

the book. Paragraph after paragraph might be

indicated in support of this assertion. The priority

of many passages is admitted by Hitzig ; the

originality of a few is admitted even by Graf

himself. While it is not advisable to multiply

examples, there is one group of chapters, namely,

xxvii.-xxix., which claims, in this connection, some

consideration. The differences between the two

texts in these chapters are remarkable, as well as

manifold. Graf evidently either did not see, or did

not want to see, that, in these chapters, the devia-

1 The PropJiecies of Isaiah, vol. ii., third edition, p. 228.
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tions are, in some respects, more striking than

they are in any other portion of the book. The

peculiarities appear, not only in the frequency, lout

also in the form of the divergences. Movers,

Bleek, and Hitzig have so thoroughly discussed

them, that it is scarcely more than necessary

here to indicate some of the more singular of

them. The style is manifestly more than usually

diffuse, even for Jeremiah, and differs very con-

siderably from the prophet's ordinary mode of

speech.

On examination, it will be observed that the

title,
"
the prophet," occurs continually in connec-

tion with the name of the person of that office

mentioned, and is in nearly every place superfluous.

The spelling also, as well as the language, is

peculiar. This is the case especially with proper

names, compounded with Jehovah, which have

both a longer and a shorter ending. As a rule,

throughout this book the longer form prevails ; in

this group of chapters, though, the shorter form

generally occurs. With only four exceptions,

chaps, xxviii. 12
; xxix. 27, 29, 30, the name of

" Jeremiah
"
here has the shorter ending, whereas

it elsewhere always has the longer ending. The

same exceptional ending also here appears in other

proper names
; as, for instance,

"
Zedekiah," chaps,

xxvii. 12; xxviii. 1; xxix. 3;
"
Jeconiah," chaps.
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xxvii. 20
; xxviii. 4

;
xxix. 2

;

"
Hananiah," chap,

xxviii. 1, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17. A striking

difference, too, appears in the spelling of the name

of "Nebuchadnezzar." In the book of Jeremiah,

it is generally written with the letter r; but,

in these three chapters, it is frequently written

with the letter n. Such peculiar features, taken

together with the numerous unnecessary additions

to the Hebrew, consisting of words, phrases, half-

verses, whole verses, and an entire paragraph,

naturally point to only one conclusion a con-

clusion which Kiihl has the candour to admit. His

admission is the more significant, inasmuch as he,

in general, has adopted and defended Graf's

hypothesis. After pointing out the chief peculiari-

ties here, which clearly indicate a later redaction or

revision, he observes,
" The text of the Septuagint,

in these chapters, is, if not exactly like the original

text, yet much more nearly like it than the

Massoretic text is."
1

The fifth feature of the translation is its

superiority. This feature again applies, of course,

to the original of the version. The Septuagint

presents not only a purer and an earlier, but also a

superior, form of the book. The Greek generally

1 "Der Text der. LXX. stelit also dem urspriinglichen Texte in

diesen Kapiteln, \venn aucli nicht ganz gleicla, so doch bedeutend

n'aher als der niassoretische Text." Das Verlialtniss der Massora sur

Septuaginta, etc., p. 63.
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exhibits a shorter and, in many respects, a better

text than the Hebrew exhibits. The original of

the version was tolerably, if not .entirely, free from

glosses. Hitzig believes that it was a text, as yet,

not amplified or glossed at all. Whether, as he

supposes, the process of interpolation had not

commenced at the time of the translation has not

been definitely determined. One thing, at least, is

certain, the interpolations in the Hebrew are vastly

greater than, they are in the Greek. The Masso-

retic text, moreover, as has been frequently and

fully evinced, abounds in superfluities, redund-

ances, and useless or unnecessary repetitions of

various kinds. The text which the Septuagint

represents, on the other hand, is concise and

admirable. In contrast to the former, which is

remarkably verbose and pleonastic, the latter is

exceedingly brief and terse. These differences

were unquestionably recensional. While it is

improper to suppose, with some, that all that the

Massoretic text has more than the Alexandrian is

pure interpolation, it is proper to suppose that

much of it is. The characteristic brevity and

conciseness of the Septuagint are so manifestly

textual, and so clearly indicative of age and

originality, that their significance in these respects

can scarcely be overestimated. "The translator,"

as another has said, "has had before him a more
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concise and excellent text, and, therefore, in all

difficult critical questions of dispute, one must take

the final verdict of the Septuagint."
* Should this

last statement seem too strong, it is safe, at

least, to say that the Greek should everywhere

be consulted in translating the Hebrew of this

prophetic book.

Besides these excellences of the Septuagint in

respect to style, its superiority of text in many

passages has been admitted by several distinguished

critics. Even Graf sometimes makes such an

admission. Movers, Michaelis, and de Wette,

though, give a decided preference to the Alex-

andrian version. Hitzig also frequently acknowl-

edges the originality or superiority of the reading

in the Septuagint. In some cases, the Greek

exhibits a more complete, in some cases, a more

classic, in some cases, a more suitable reading

than the Hebrew. In other cases, the form in

Greek is preferable to the form in Hebrew,

because it is the more natural. In other cases,

again, the superiority of the former to the latter

is proved by parallel passages. By a critical

comparison, the reason for the preference in each

case, it is thought, will be at once apparent. A
1 "Der Uebersetzer habe einen kiirzern, vortrefflieheren Text

vor sicli gehabt, imd man miisse demnach in alien scliwierigen

kritischen Streitfragen den letzten Entscheid von der Septuaginta
holen." (Quoted from Kiilil's Monograph.)
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few interesting and striking examples of superior

text, which all impartial scholars must admit, may
now be pointed out. These are taken simply from

the first few chapters. As the complete list with

references and parallel passages appears in the

Conspectus at the end of the book, the following-

only need be given here : "The word of Jehovah

which was to Jeremiah
"

for
" The words of

Jeremiah," chap. i. 1
;

"
fear not before them and

be not dismayed at them, for I am with thee to

deliver thee, declares Jehovah," for "be not dis-

mayed at them, lest I dismay thee before them,"

chap. i. 17 ;

" thou hast broken thy yoke, and

burst thy bands," for "I have broken thy yoke,

and burst thy bands," chap. ii. 20 ;

" wherefore do

ye speak to me ?
"

for
"
wherefore will ye plead

with me?" chap. ii. 29; "thou hast not obeyed"
for "ye have not obeyed," chap. iii. 13; "the ark

of the covenant of the Holy One of Israel" for

"the ark of the covenant of the Lord," chap,

iii. 16 ;

" from the north country and from all the

countries
"
for

" from the land of the north," chap,

iii. 18; "if he will put away his abominations

from his mouth
"
for

"
if thou wilt put away thine

abominations out of my sight," chap. iv. 1 ; "in

him shall they praise God at Jerusalem
"

for
"
in

him shall they glory," chap. iv. 2
; "-behold, they

are coming" for "behold," chap. iv. 16; "the
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cities were burned with fire
"

for
"
the cities

thereof were broken down," chap. iv. 26
;

"
leave

under her foundations, because they are Jehovah's"

for
"
take away her branches, for they are not the

Lord's," chap. v. 10, etc.

Thus, in these five respects, the translation is

shown to possess the highest possible merit. Each

feature indicated is favourable to the Septuagint,

or rather to the Alexandrian recension from which

it was translated. A further proof of its excellence

is furnished by the evidence of other translations

of the book, namely, the Latin, the Syriac, and the

Aramaic versions. This evidence is so important

that it must not be neglected, although it is not

expedient to discuss it fully, because the subject

does not belong 'to this investigation. In a con-

siderable number of passages, both the Latin and

the Syriac versions, or the Vulgate and the

Peshitto, as they are called respectively, agree with

the Septuagint against the Massoretic text. As

Scholz has pointed out these passages, it is

unnecessary to indicate them here. The testimony

of the Vulgate is most significant, because, as it

is supposed, with the exception of the book of

Psalms, it was translated independently of the

Septuagint from a Hebrew text. The testimony of

the Peshitto is very interesting, because, as it is

believed, it was translated partly from the Hebrew
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and partly from the Greek. Whenever the Syriac

agrees with the Greek and Latin against the

Hebrew, the translator must have thought the

reading of these versions better than the reading

of the Hebrew text.

The superiority of the Septuagint is still further

shown by the evidence afforded by the Aramaic

version. Although this version is a Targum, or a

free interpretation, and not a literal translation, yet

its testimony indicates how very many divergent

passages were understood at the time that it was

made. As in the case of the other versions, a full

consideration of the evidence does not belong to

this discussion. In comparing the Greek and

Hebrew, though, it has been thought important

also to compare both .of them with the Aramaic ;

and, as the results are very valuable, to indicate

them in the Conspectus of the variations at the

end of the work. On examining the results of the

comparison, the examples will show that, in some

passages, by the words given, in other passages, by
the sense expressed, the Aramaic agrees with the

Greek against the Hebrew. By comparing these

results, moreover, with those of Scholz, or by

comparing the individual texts themselves, it will

be seen that sometimes one, sometimes two, and

sometimes three of these' ancient versions agree

with the Greek, and disagree with the Hebrew.
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This fact speaks for itself. Where the Latin, the

Greek, the Syriac, and the Aramaic correspond,

their combined testimony becomes practically

indisputable, and furnishes an overwhelming argu-

ment in favour of the Septuagint.



CHAPTER IX.

THE EESULTS OP THE INVESTIGATION.

AFTER having discussed the nature and origin of

the variations, and after having considered the

character of the Greek translation, it is necessary

now to indicate the practical results of the investiga-

tion. These are not only of the greatest interest,

but also of the highest value. In addition to their

grammatical and lexical significance, they will be

found important, some for the history, some for the

interpretation, some for the correction, and some

for the reconstruction of the present Massoretic

text. Before indicating them, it will be proper to

point out a further inconsistency which characterizes

the arguments of a conservative critic, such as Graf,

in dealing with the Alexandrian version.

In his extraordinary allegation, as was shown in

the early part of this discussion, Graf attributes to

the Septuagint nothing but caprice and imper-

fection. The foregoing investigation proves the

charges that he brings against the translator to be

unjust, and the arguments that he adduces in sup-

port of them to be untrue. His opinion of the
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version is biassed and one-sided, and his treatment

of the divergences is based upon a false hypothesis.

It is no wonder, therefore, that some of his conclu-

sions should be strangely inconsistent. Proceeding

on a wrong assumption, he utterly misrepresents

the character of the translation, and practically

contradicts himself in discussing its nature and

importance.

Graf first asserts, for instance, that the work (he

refuses to call it a translation) possesses no critical

authority whatever, and afterwards admits that his

sweeping assertion is not strictly true. "When

we, therefore, deny to the Alexandrian version any
critical value," he says, "it must not by this be

understood that in it the traces of a better reading

than that of the Massoretic text may not here and

there have been retained."
l In making this

admission he partially corrects himself, as well as

wholly negatives his former statement. If the

Greek preserves some readings that are better than

the corresponding readings in the Hebrew, it must

be taken into account in every case of textual

comparison ; and, if any superiority should be con-

ceded to the Septuagint, it must, at least, possess

some critical authority. That it is an authority

i "Wenn wir
'

sonacli der alexandriniscTien Uebersetzung jeden
kritisohen "Wertli abspreehen, so soil damit niclit gesagt sein, dass

sich niclit darin Me und da die Spuren einer "bessern. Lesart als der

masorethisclien erlialten haben kbnnen." Einleitung, p. Ivii.
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of the first rank can be proved by rational and

convincing evidence. Had Graf devoted more

attention to ascertaining the true nature of the

variations, he must inevitably have modified, as

well his later as his earlier judgment.

Firstly, the results are important for the history

of the Old Testament text. This investigation

proves conclusively that the Septuagint was trans-

lated from a special manuscript. This manuscript,

though differing widely from the original of the

existing Hebrew manuscripts, was not, as has been

shown, entirely different. In certain parts, the

manuscripts were identical; in other parts, they

were substantially alike
;
in other parts again, they

were exceedingly unlike, though not so much

unlike, for the reasons already indicated, as would

at first appear. The narrative and historic por-

tions, as a rule, are very similar ; yet even here

the differences, though often slight, are manifestly

textual. The poetic and prophetic portions, though,

are so divergent that, after the fullest allowance

has been made for glosses and for imperfections,

nothing but the hypothesis of a special manuscript

can explain the differences. After all the other

probable causes of variation are pointed out, there

still remains the fundamental cause of different

text-recensions.

Owing to the absence of definite information on
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the subject, it is difficult to treat the history of the

text of the Old Testament thoroughly or scientif-

ically. For the present purpose, however, it may
be roughly but conveniently divided into three

general periods. For the history of the Hebrew

text alone four periods might appropriately be made,

but for the history of the Greek and Hebrew texts

combined three only appear to be sufficient. The

interval between the official composition and the

official collection of the books of ancient Scripture

may constitute the first period ;
the interval

between the formation of the canon and the trans-

lation of the Septuagint may constitute the second

period ; the interval between the time of the

translation and the present time may constitute

the third period. The practical advantage of this

division, it is thought, will be promptly admitted

and appreciated.

Of the first period, extending to the time of

Ezra and Nehemiah, very little now is known with

certainty. The nature and condition of the ancient

text are wrapt in much obscurity. So far as has

been ascertained, various durable materials appear

to have been used for manuscripts, and archaic

Hebrew characters, akin to the old Phoenician

alphabet, appear to have been employed in writing.

In the well-known Siloam inscription the words

are separated by dots ; but this custom was rather
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exceptional, perhaps, than universal. Commonly,
it is supposed, the characters were written close

together, without any marks of division between

the words, and without any vowel signs to indicate

their true pronunciation or interpretation. Hence

errors in translating, as well as in transcribing,

Hebrew manuscripts would easily arise, partly

because of the irregularity of the characters, and

partly because of the practice of writing them.

From one or other of these causes, too, divergences

would naturally creep into the Scripture text.

Of the second period, extending to the time of

the Septuagint translation, somewhat more is

known. During this period the different recen-

sions, or families of manuscripts, may possibly have

arisen. But, perhaps, the most important informa-

tion furnished respecting the history of the text

throughout this period concerns the Hebrew alpha-

bet. Apparently, there was a gradual change from

the archaic to the cursive, and from the cursive to

the Aramaic or rectangular form of writing. This

investigation, it is believed, will throw some light

upon the kind of characters from which the Greek

translation of this book was made. The frequent

and unexpected substitution of letters, quite

similar in the earlier, but quite dissimilar in the

later, alphabets, seems to indicate that the Alex-

andrian recension was written in the Aramaic-
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Egyptian or Palmyrian characters. In many places,

where the ancient manuscripts were evidently alike,

the variations may be most reasonably explained by
reference to the one or the other of these irregular

alphabets. This investigation also shows that the

translation of this book was made from a totally

unpointed text ; that is, a text in which there were

neither signs of separation nor points of punctua-

tion. The nature of the divergences proves con-

clusively that this must have been the case. Owing
to the similarity of letters, to the absence of word-

signs, and to the non-existence of vowel-points,

more or less confusion was inevitable. Had the

characters been distinct, or the words divided, or

the vowels indicated, such deviations as frequently

appear could not possibly have occurred.

Of the third period, extending to the present

time, the information respecting the Old Testament

text is tolerably full and definite. We are now

concerned, however, only with such data as belong

alike to both the Hebrew and the Greek. Since the

time of the translation, each text has had its own

distinctive history. While the manuscripts of each

have suffered somewhat by transmission, the text

of the Greek may have remained substantially the

same. With the Hebrew, on the other hand, the

reverse of this has been the case. Whether or

not the process of Scripture interpolation began



THE RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION. 235

before the time of the Septuagint, it seems after-

wards, as 1ms been shown, to have been practised

extensively in the Hebrew manuscripts until the

days of the Massorites. The relation of the two

texts practically establishes beyond a doubt that,

during this period, the Palestinean recension suf-

fered considerably by revision and interpolation,

liberties having been taken, not only with the

language, but also with the subject-matter, of the

text. The extraordinary care of the Jews for the

protection of their Scriptures from corruption can be

traced back only for a certain distance in the past.

It merely extends to the time when the Massoretic

system was invented or completed, in the early

centuries of the Christian era. While this system,

therefore, guarantees the purity of the Hebrew

since the time that it was adopted, it affords no

guarantee whatever for its uncorrupted preservation

at a period previous to that date.
" The popular

notion as to the absolutely sacred guardianship

of the Hebrew text by the Jews is only partially

founded on fact. It is true as regards the post-

Massoretic, not the pre-Massoretic, text."
1 The

truth of this observation is undeniable. It is

also significant as showing that the process of

fixing the Hebrew text was gradual, and may have

extended over many centuries. In all probability,
1
Edinburgh Eevieiv, October, 1885, p. 457.
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it was fixed at first for public and official purposes.

Afterwards, fixedness would be required both for

safety and for uniformity.

The preceding paragraph assumes with students

of the Septuagint generally that, apart from

occasional imperfections and corruptions arising

from transmission, the Greek text actually repro-

duces the Hebrew original employed by the

Alexandrian translator. Cornill, for instance, in the

exhaustive Prolegomena to his new and scholarly

discussion of Ezekiel, asserts emphatically that,
"
in the Septuagint, we have reason to welcome a

perfectly trustworthy witness to the Hebrew text

of Ezekiel, as used at Alexandria in the third

century before Christ."
1

This position may appear,

perhaps, extreme, if not untenable. It may be

held by some that the version, as it now exists,

simply represents the form in which it circulated

amongst the Jews previous to the days of Origen,

or the shape it had assumed in the centuries inter-

vening between the time of the translation and the

date of the earliest Greek manuscripts. This

question must, of course, be settled before the

absolute critical value of the version can be

definitely determined. It will, undoubtedly, be

admitted by all scholars that, in the Septuagint,

we have an authoritative version of a Hebrew
1 Das Buck des Propheten Ezecliiel, p. 102.
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manuscript belonging to the third century before

Christ, only when there are good grounds for

believing that the oldest and best Greek manu-

script that we possess substantially preserves the

original translation.

Secondly, the results are important for the inter-

pretation of the Old Testament text. A number,

of examples might be given where the Greek either

helps to explain a difficult passage, or serves to

show how a doubtful or disputed expression should

be understood. For instance, in the Revised

Version, the word *)yn, in the latter half of chap,

ii. 31, is rendered
" We are broken loose ;

"
whereas,

in the Authorized Version, it is rendered " We are

lords." The Septuagint translation proves that

the latter rendering is correct. The figure is not

that of an animal having broken loose, but of a

person having become master, or of one having

obtained power to carry out one's own will. In the

last part of ver. 34 also, the former version puts in

the text,
"
I have not found it at the place of

breaking in," and in the margin,
" thou didst not

find them," etc. ; while the latter version translates,

"I have not found it by secret search." The

Septuagint indicates that the sentence should

be rendered, "I did not find them breaking in

(at house -
breaking)." The words translated

"breaking in" mean literally digging through or
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under, for the purpose of entering or undermining

a house; and the same forms occur in Exod. xxii. 2,

in both the Hebrew and the Greek.

Again, in the Kevised Version, the first half of

chap. v. 12 is rendered, "They have denied the

Lord, and said, It is not he
;

"
and, in the Author-

ized Version, it is rendered,
"
They have belied the

Lord, and said," etc. The words in the original

translated "It is not he
"

are commonly inter-

preted, It is not God who speaks, as if the prophet

were proclaiming his own inventions; or, God is

not, as if the people were speaking after the analogy

of the impious man described in Ps. xiv. 1. But

the Hebrew words fr^rrN'iS are translated in the

Septuagint by the phrase OVK eem ravra, which in

classic Greek often has the meaning,
"

it is not so,"

or, "these things are not true." Demosthenes

repeatedly uses the expression in this sense. The

parallelism of the verse-members, as well as the

nature of the context, proves that the Alexandrian

rendering is right. The people rejected the pro-

phet's message of warning, and refused to believe

that his prophecy was true. Hence the Hebrew

should be translated, "They have denied the

Lord, and said, that is not so." In this way, the

Septuagint shows how the verse was understood at

the time of the translation, and also how it should

be understood to-day. Hitherto, in modern times,
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tliis passage has been mistranslated, and its meaning
has been misconceived.

For the interpretation or explanation of certain

expressions peculiar to this book, the Septuagint is

particularly important. One unusual expression

refers to Messianic prophecy. In the Hebrew,

there are two passages whose prophetic character

has always possessed a special interest, namely,

chaps, xxiii. 6
;
xxxiii. 16. In the Greekj the latter

verse, together with the whole latter half of the

chapter, is entirely wanting; while the former

verse, with the exception of one word, is literally

reproduced.
'

Instead of
*Oj7TC ("our righteous-

ness "),
the Greek has

ptsrtPT
11 (" Jah or Jehovah is

righteous "), the term being a proper name, which

occurs in both texts, Hag. i. 1 ; Ezra iii. 2, and

elsewhere. As the corresponding words in Hebrew

may also be regarded as a proper name, and as the

order of the words in each text is identical, the

Septuagint shows, not only how the verse was once

interpreted, but also how it should be now trans-

lated. In the Authorized Version, the second

member of the verse is rendered,
" and this is his

name whereby he shall be called, THE LORD OTJE

RIGHTEOUSNESS;" in the Eevised Version, on "the

other hand, the latter words are rendered, "The

Lord is our righteousness." In the one version,

the Messianic testimony is emphasized by typo-
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graphical expedients ; in the other version, the

passage properly appears in ordinary type. In

neither version, though, is the rendering quite

correct. The word translated "shall be called" is

not a passive but an active verb, which is followed

by a pronominal suffix in the objective- case. In

the translation, this pronoun is improperly omitted.

The Hebrew, therefore, may be literally translated,
" and this is his name which one shall call him,

The Lord is our righteousness ;

"
or, regarding the

latter words in the original as a proper name,

after the analogy of
"
Jehovah-Jireh," Gen. xxii.

14;
" Jehovah -

Nissi," Exod. xvii. 15;
" Jehovah-

Shammah," Ezek. xlviii. 35, it may be better trans-

lated,
" and this is his name which one shall call

him, Jehovah-Tsidkenu."

The Septuagint shows that this latter rendering

is preferable. It shows more. It also indicates the

proper subject of the verb "shall call." In the

Alexandrian version, the passage reads,
" and this

is his name which Jehovah shall call him, Jeho-

zadak." The order of the words in both texts is

exactly alike, the only difference in the readings

being WJ772 (" Tsidkenu
"),

in the one text, for

plJrtJT! (" Jehozadak "), in the other text. As

"Jehovah" is the subject of the verb in Greek,

so also it may be in Hebrew. Indeed, the con-

struction of the Hebrew implies as much. Gram-
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matically,
" Jehovah

"
may be taken as the subject

of the verb, instead of being taken as in apposition

with its object ;
and the passage may be naturally

and properly translated, "and this is his name

which Jehovah shall call him, Tsidkenu." But for

the Messianic reference, it would probably have

been so translated by scholars from the first.

Even the Massoretic accentuation seems to show

clearly that " Jehovah
"

belongs to the word pre-

ceding and not to the word succeeding it, and,

therefore, should be construed, as just indicated.

As the word for Jehovah occurs twice in this

passage in Greek, once as the subject of the verb

and once as a portion of the proper name, it is

evident that the verse was understood, as thus

explained, at the time of the translation. It is also

evident that at that time there was no thought

in the minds of the readers of the Alexandrian

recension of characterizing the person mentioned

in this passage as other than a human being.

Interpreters of prophecy have commonly endeav-

oured to find here a belief, on the part of the ancient

Jews, in the divinity of the promised Messiah ; or,

at least, an expectation, on the part of the Hebrew

prophet, that the coming king whom he foretold

should be a divine individual. The Septuagint

translation of this book plainly indicates that no

such notion was entertained by the translator, and
Q
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that he never for a moment supposed that the

future ruler he both promised and described was to

be a Divine Being.

Moreover, the omission from the Septuagint of

the parallel passage, chap, xxxiii. 16, where the

term " Jehovah-Tsidkenu
"

appears in the Hebrew

as the name of the restored Jerusalem, is also very

significant. The absence of the passage there, as

well as the form of the passage here, in the Greek, is

exceedingly important for the subject of Messianic

prophecy, the character of which differs in different

prophetic books. In Jeremiah, as compared with

Isa. ix. 2-7, for instance, where the idea first

appears, it is supposed by W. Eobertson Smith,
1

there is a perceptibly diminished emphasis on the

advent of a personal Messiah. The expectation of

a national deliverer, who should introduce a reign

of peace, is simply but emphatically expressed.

This deliverer, however, is spoken of as a temporal

prince. Nothing in the book, when studied in

connection with the Septuagint, or when interpreted

by the help of that translation, points to an eternal

"
Prince of Peace." Thus the Alexandrian version

sheds some light upon the gradual growth and

modification of the Messianic idea in the Church,

and upon the historic development of the Messianic

doctrine in the Scripture. The idea of the expected
1 The Prophets of Israel, p. 277.
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Messiah, grew and changed in each successive

century ;
and in no other age, it is believed, was

its expression so minute and circumstantial, as in

the period extending from the close of the Old to

the opening of the New Testament.

Another unusual expression, peculiar to the

Massoretic text, has reference to the term, "the

servant of Jehovah," which is frequently found and

variously applied in Scripture. Properly speaking,

a servant of Jehovah was one who voluntarily gave

himself to the service of God, and earnestly

endeavoured to do his divine will, Spontaneity

and fidelity are two essential elements in the idea

of the term. With this signification,
" the servant

of Jehovah
"
was a distinguished title of honour

under the old covenant. In this sense, it is applied

to Moses, in Deut. xxxiv. 5 ; to Joshua, in Judg.

ii. 8; to David, in Ps. xviii. 1. In the Hebrew,

chaps, xxv. 9 ; xxvii. 6
; xliii. 10, the words "

my
servant

"
are applied to Nebuchadnezzar. In each

of these three chapters, though, the expression is

significantly wanting in the Septuagint. This fact

renders the character of the words in Hebrew

suspicious, and their application questionable.

Elsewhere throughout the whole Old Testament,

they are applied only to a person or to a people of

righteous purpose. In this sense, they are used of

Abraham, in Gen. xxvi. 24 ; of Israel, as Jehovah's
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people, in Isa. xli. 8 ; of Jacob, as a synonym for

Israel, in Isa. xliv. 1,2; xlv. 4
;
also in this book,

chaps, xxx. 10
;
xlvi. 27 of the Hebrew, and in the

latter chapter only of the Greek.

From these considerations, the words "
my

servant," in the Hebrew, can scarcely have origi-

nated from Jeremiah. He would hardly have

applied them to a person like Nebuchadnezzar. The

king of Babylon was not a servant of Jehovah in

the ordinary acceptation of the term, nor can it be

appropriately used of him. After the Babylonian

captivity, however, some one, who regarded him as

a predetermined instrument of Jehovah for execut-

ing the divine purposes respecting his covenant

people, may have inserted the words where they

appear in the Massoretic text. This suggestion

seems the more probable, inasmuch as in Ezek.

xxix. 20, Nebuchadnezzar is said to have received

Egypt as the wages . for himself and his army in

serving against Tyre, "because they wrought for

me, saith the Lord God." It is also worthy of note

in this connection, that the distinguished Jewish

commentator, Rashi, in his annotations on chap,

xxv. 9, says nothing whatever about the phrase
"
my servant," as though he did not find it in his

text
; whereas, in chap, xxvii. 6, lie explains the

words to mean that Nebuchadnezzar was a servant

of Jehovah only in the sense of being a scourge.
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His comment on the expression reads,
"

lie should

do my pleasure to recompense my enemies."
1

There is still another unusual species of expres-

sion, peculiar to the Hebrew text of Jeremiah, on

the nature of which the Septuagint also gives some

information. In the Hebrew, chaps, xxv. 26
;

li. 41, the term " Sheshach
"
occurs as a synonym,

it is supposed, either for Babylon or for Babylonia,

according to a secret or cabalistic system of writing,

technically called Atbash, which was practised

amongst the ancient Jews, and which consisted in

substituting the last letter of the Hebrew alphabet

for the first, the last but one for the second, and so

on through the whole series. On this principle of

transposition, as the consonants only were formerly

written in Hebrew, the letters Sh Sh Ch which

compose the word Sheshach would correspond to

the letters B B L of which the word Babel

(Babylon) is composed. This term is wanting

altogether in the . Septuagint, being found there in

neither passage; but its mystic meaning seems to

be confirmed by the latter passage, chap. li. 41,

where Sheshach and Babylon occur in the 'parallel

members of the Hebrew verse. In cha,p. li. 1, how-

ever, where another instance of this kind of cabal-

istic writing occurs, the Septuagint shows how the

mystical name should be translated. The expres-
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sion
"
Leb-kamai," which stands in the text of the

Eevised Version, and is rendered in the margin,
" The heart of them that rise up against me,"

becomes, when transmuted according to the figure

of Atbash, Ca S D I M, which is equivalent to

Chaldea or the Chaldeans. As this is the actual

rendering of the Greek in this verse, the singular

term is proved to be a Jewish cipher, and its

significance is made very plain. Properly, there-

fore, the word Chaldea or Chaldeans should take

the place of " Leb-kamai
"
in the text.

Although a love for fancifully playing upon

words, and a liking for artificially dealing with

letters, were always characteristic of the Hebrew

writers, it has been doubted whether this peculiar

practice of writing words by substituting con-

sonants according to their position in the alphabet

is as old as Jeremiah. Let that be as it may, the

system dates from an unknown antiquity, and may
be older than the prophet's time. The important

question is, Did Jeremiah himself invent or

authorize such ciphers ? Most probably he did

not. They seem to have belonged only to the

Palestinean recension, having possibly been adopted

by the Jews during the period of the Babylonian

captivity. During the exile, there may have been

a purpose in their adopting such mystical names to

designate Babylonia or Chaldea, because of their
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captive condition in that country. For the Jews

of Jeremiah's day, however, both in Palestine and

in Egypt, there was no need whatever either to

adopt or to employ such terms. For this reason,

as well as for the reason that the word "
Sheshach,"

chap. li. 41, and the sentence, "and the king of

Sheshach shall drink after them/' chap. xxv. 26,

are wanting in the Septuagint, they seem not to

have belonged to the Alexandrian recension.

Thirdly, the results are important for the correc-

tion of the Old Testament text. The number of

places where the Greek corrects the Hebrew is

somewhat large. It is not necessary, however, to

furnish a complete list of such passages. A few of

the more interesting or more important will suffice.

In chap. i. 17, for instance, God is represented in

the Hebrew as sending the prophet on his mission

of remonstrance to the people, with the menacing

words,
" be not dismayed at them, lest I dismay

thee before them." The reading is apparently

incorrect, and may have arisen from some imperfec-

tion in the ancient manuscript. Such a menace

seems entirely out of place, as well as altogether

out of harmony with the character of God. The

context here leads one to expect words of encourage-

ment not threatening, of comfort not intimidation.

On account of his youth, the prophet would

naturally be timid in undertaking the duties of the
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prophetic office, under the peculiar circumstances

of his time, and surely a degree of fear that was

inevitable would not cause him to forfeit, his

rightful claim to God's protecting care. The

Septuagint renders the latter half of this verse,
" Fear not before them, and be not dismayed at

them ;
because I am with thee to deliver thee,

declares Jehovah." The reading, which here corrects

the Hebrew, is a classic one, occurring several

times in this book, as well as ma.ny times in

the other books of the Old Testament. The

addition also improves the parallelism of the verse,

closely corresponds with the idea in vers. 8, 19,

and admirably harmonizes with the context.

Again, the latter part of chap. ii. 34 in the

Hebrew reads, "upon all these." In the margin of

the Eevised Version, though, it is stated that some

ancient authorities have "
every oak." This is the

rendering of the Septuagint, with which, moreover,

the Syriac closely corresponds. The words, as

they are found in Hebrew, are exceedingly obscure

and difficult to explain. The variant reading in

the version was due merely to a slight difference of

punctuation, the consonants having been exactly

alike ; but the pointing of the Septuagint appears

to be correct. There is a contrast here expressed

between slaying a person who was caught in the

act of breaking into a house, which was permitted
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by the ancient Mosaic law, and slaying a person

who was caught, not in committing but in exposing

and denouncing crime, which was both cruel and

detestable. According to this passage, the victims

whom Israel slew were not criminals but innocents,

not persons guilty of house-breaking, but persons

guilty only of reproving her for her idolatry. She

had shed innocent blood under the trees, or in the

groves, where she had practised her idolatrous

worship, and where for which her victims had

reproved her. Thus the construction in the Greek

is clear, and shows how the Hebrew should be read.

The whole latter half of this verse may be rightly

rendered,
"

I did not find them breaking in (at

house-breaking), but upon every oak."

In chap. vi. 6, for the word "
trees," .

which

stands in the text, the Eevised Version has in the

margin
" her trees." This is the rendering, not

only of the Greek, but also of the Latin and the

Syriac versions. The difference of reading, again,

was due to the insertion of a single dot or point.

The last letter of the word translated
"
trees

"

should contain a small dot (Mappik), as in Deut.

xx. 19, and should be construed as a suffix of the

third person singular. Although, in besieging a

city, the Jews were commanded to spare, so far as

possible, the fruit-trees, partly because of their

innocence and partly because of their usefulness,
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yet they were permitted to use the wood of other

trees for the purpose of carrying on a siege. The

foreign army mentioned in this passage would

probably cut down trees, both for building their

bulwarks against the city and for clearing away all

obstacles to their approach. Another example of a

similar kind, where the variation was due to the

insertion of the same point, occurs also in chap,

xii. 9. Instead of the reading,
"
to devour," the

Greek has "
to devour her." This latter seems to

be the better reading of the two, and to represent

the proper punctuation.

In -chap. xii. 2, the word translated "they grow"
means literally in Hebrew they go or proceed. In

the Septuagint, the word used means they bear or

produce ; and, apparently, may be just as properly

applied to trees as to men. The latter reading is

required by the parallelism of the verse, this clause

of which, according to the Greek, being translated,

"they produce, yea, they bring forth fruit." The

variation arose from the substitution of a single

letter, the Massorites having read -r^i, and the

Greek translator *fo. As the former verb in

Hebrew does not mean "
to grow," and is nowhere

else used in this sense, it is evidently incorrect.

Even Hitzig gives no reason why the latter verb

may not be used, as indicated. In chaps, xi. 23
;

xxiii. 12, for
" even the year of their visitation," one
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should read "
in tlie year," etc., as suggested in the

margin of the Eevised Version. In each< verse, this

is the rendering of the Greek, and the Hebrew

should be rendered accordingly. The reference is

to a period of calamity during which the judgment
here foretold should be fulfilled.

Another place in which the Greek corrects the

Hebrew occurs in chap. xv. 14, where the latter is

rendered in the text of the Kevised Version, "I

will make them to pass with thine enemies," etc.,

and in the margin,
"
I will make thine enemies to

pass," etc. According to some ancient authorities,

the Eevisers further state, the clause is rendered,
"
I will make (cause) thee to serve thine enemies,"

etc. These authorities are specially the Alexan-

drian, Syriac, and Aramaic versions. Other manu-

scripts also exhibit the same reading, which is

unquestionably the correct one, as even Graf, along

with many other critics, honestly admits. This

rendering, moreover, agrees exactly with the

parallel passage in chap. xvii. 4, where the same

form is found in Hebrew, that is found here in

Greek. The variation between the two verbs in

this sentence arose from the simple substitution of

a ^ for a i in the ancient texts.

In chap, xxiii. 17, instead of the rendering,
"
that despise me, the Lord hath said," the Eevisers

place in the margin,
"
that despise the word of the
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Lord." This is the reading, not only of. the Greek,

but also of .the Syriac, version. The variation was

due again to punctuation, which in the versions is

evidently right. An utterance of Jehovah in the

broken, form in which it here appears in Hebrew

nowhere else occurs, as Graf has pointed out. In

ver. 33 of this same chapter, instead of the ex-

clamatory question,
" What burden !

"
the Septua-

gint and Vulgate have, as the .Eevisers indicate,

"Ye are the burden." This latter reading, which

arose simply from a different division of the words

in the Hebrew, gives a vastly better meaning, and

undoubtedly expresses what the prophet meant to

say. The case affords a beautiful example of a

superior word-division on the part of the Greek

translator. In ver. 39 also, instead of "I will

utterly forget you
"
the Latin, Greek, and Syriac

versions have,
"
I will lift you up." This reading-

is required by the parallelism of the verse, which,

as it stands in Hebrew, makes no appropriate sense.

The figure is one of lifting up a burden, and of

casting it away. Punctuation here again explains

the variation.

Fourthly, the results are important for the recon-

struction of the Old Testament text. The instances

of correction just discussed furnish interesting

illustrations. In every case, apparently, the Greek

reading should take the place of the Hebrew
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reading. In every case, too, notwithstanding the

great difficulty of translating an unpointed and

unpimctuated text, the superiority of the Septuagint

was due to the translator having either divided or

punctuated the consonants more correctly than did

the Mass.orites. Such examples not only bear

witness to the fidelity with which, under the most

disadvantageous circumstances, the Alexandrian

version was made, but also to its importance for

purposes of text-criticism. Some other examples

of superior readings, whose value for reconstructing

the present Massoretic text will be readily acknowl-

edged by scholars, it is believed, may now be

given. These may be arranged in several classes,

as the passages are numerous.

The first class comprises whole verses. In

certain places, the Hebrew is so imperfect that it

is practically impossible to render it intelligibly.

Chap. xi. 15, for instance, is so obscure that, as

it stands, no clear or consistent meaning can be

obtained from it. The ancient manuscript was

evidently corrupt or indistinct. On the other

hand, the reading in the Greek is good, and makes

excellent and appropriate sense. The people, having

by their idolatry forsaken Jehovah, and having by
their hypocrisy forfeited all claims upon him or his

house, are here rebuked for their deceitful service

by the prophet, who asks if they, suppose that
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prayers and sacrifices can rescue them or atone for

them. The entire verse is rendered in the Septua-

gint, "Why has the beloved wrought abomination

in my house ? Shall vows and holy flesh remove

from thee thy wickednesses, or by these shalt thou

escape ?
"

Another verse of doubtful rendering in the

Hebrew occurs in chap. xvii. 11. In the Authorized

Version, the partridge is represented as sitting on

eggs and hatching them not. Both verbs are here

translated incorrectly. The Eevised Version gives

a more adequate rendering of them, as well as of

the remaining portions of the verse ; but, by its

marginal readings, it leaves the reader still in doubt

about the true translation of the verse, which, in

the Greek is very plain, and may be rendered,
" As

the partridge calleth (and) gathereth what she hath

not brought forth, so is he that getteth his riches

not by right ;
in the midst of his days they shall

leave him, and in his end (latter time) he shall be

a fool." The Greek shows that the subject of the

verb
"
shall leave

"
is the noun "

riches," and not

the pronoun
"
he." The idea is not that the rich

man should suddenly die and leave his wealth, but

that his wealth should speedily leave him, ere he

had lived out half his days; so that, during the

rest of his life, he should be regarded as an example

of wicked folly. The point of the prophet's illus-
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tration thus appears to be that, as the partridge

was popularly supposed to call together the young
of other birds which would forsake her when they

heard the cry of their true parent, so ill-gotten

gains would prove but a short-lived possession to

the dishonest man. The Septuagint also shows

that originally the two texts in this verse, though

very similar, were not identical. As they now

appear respectively, one variation between them

was due to a different division of the Hebrew

consonants ; the other variations between them

were due to different readings in the ancient

manuscripts.

Still another imperfect verse in Hebrew occurs

in chap. xxxi. 25, the construction of the words of

which is very simple, but the form of one of which,

at least, is very questionable. The verse in Greek,

on the contrary, is admirably rendered, and repro-

duces a superior text. It reads, "For I have

satiated every thirsty soul, and every hungry soul

have I replenished." This rendering is much more

symmetrical than that in our English Bibles, and

presents a perfect contrast between the thirsty and

the hungry souls of whom the prophet speaks.

That the original of each text was slightly different,

is demonstrated by the presence of the additional

pronoun
"
every," as well as suggested by the form

of the words in Hebrew, respectively translated
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"weary" and "sorrowful." Literally, the former

word means weak or faint, the latter languishing or

pining. If the words in each original were alike,

the one must have meant faint with thirst, the

other pining with hunger ; so that both should be

translated as they are in the Septuagint, the

rendering of which is corroborated by the connec-

tion of thought in this with that in the preceding

verse. While it is barely possible that the former

word was written differently in each ancient manu-

script, it is very probable that the latter was.

Instead of rDStt, the translator apparently read,

with Schleusner, ftXin- In ver. 12 of this chapter

also, where the same root occurs, and where a

similar idea is expressed in the Greek, the render-

ing of the Alexandrian version is superior to

that of the English translation; The Septuagint

renders the last member of this verse,
" and their

soul shall be as a fruitful tree, and they shall not

hunger any more."

The second class comprises verse-members. A
number of examples might be given, but a few will

be sufficient. For the sake of conciseness, the

words in Greek, which show how the Hebrew may
be reconstructed, will be indicated by italics. In

the second member of chap. ii. 19, the reading of

the Septuagint,
" and / have not been pleased with

thee," gives a superior rendering of this portion of
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the verse, and seems to show that the construction

in the Hebrew is not simply peculiar but imperfect.

In the first member of ver. 34 of this same chapter,

too, the Septuagint reading,
" Also in thy hands is

found the blood (plu.) of the souls of the innocents,"

is preferable in each case. The word "hands"

instead of
"
skirts

"
is much more appropriate in

this place, and was evidently the original reading

in the early manuscripts. The variation possibly

arose from the Massorites having mistaken the

meaning of the Hebrew word for wing or skirt,

which may have been written anciently without

the letter 3, and may have had the same form as

the word for hand. It is significant that the Syriac

version also agrees here with the Alexandrian

version.

In the middle of chap. xi. 19, the Greek render-

ing,
" come and let us put wood into his food

(bread)," which is supported by the Aramaic

version, shows how the passage may be intelligibly

translated. As the sentence stands in English, it

does not accurately represent the original Hebrew.

The word translated
"
fruit

"
means literally bread

or food. It is nowhere in the Old Testament used

of vegetable fruit, and to give it such a peculiar

meaning here is to violate the usage of the language.

Neither can the word be properly applied to

Jeremiah. His fruit could not reasonably mean
K
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either his activity, or his posterity, or his words of

prophecy, all of which have been suggested by way
of exposition. Neither can the whole expression

be appropriately applied to the prophet with the

force of a proverb, because of the reasons just

indicated. The Septuagint shows how the sentence

should be rationally translated, as well as how it

was unquestionably understood at the time of the

translation. It is significant that Jerome seems to

cite the rendering of the Septuagint with approval.

It is still more significant that the Aramaic trans-

lator also uses a verb meaning to put or to place,

and, instead of the word "
wood," renders

"
deadly

poison." The idea intended to be expressed was

that of destroying the prophet by poisoning him
;

that is, by putting pulverized poisonous wood into

his food. The superior rendering of the version

was recensional, and was due to the presence of

the verb "
come," and to the absence of the letter n 5

in the original Hebrew manuscript. This latter

variation, it should be observed, may have arisen

from dictation.

In the second member of chap. xiii. 18, the

Greek reading,
"
for the crown of your glory (your

glorious crown) has been taken down from your

head" again shows how the sentence should be

rendered. The Hebrew word, translated
"
princi-

palities." in the Authorized Version, and "head-
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tires," in the Revised Version, is not a noun in

apposition with crown, as indicated by the Masso-

retic punctuation, but a noun and preposition, as

shown by the Septuagint translation. The singular

verb in Hebrew, as well as the general construction

of the sentence, shows that the rendering of the

Alexandrian version is correct. On account of

their changed circumstances, the youthful monarch

and his royal mother were to sit in humiliation,

not because their head-dresses were come down,

but because their regal glory was gone.

Again, the first part of chap. xv. 16 is rendered

in the Septuagint, "from those despising thy

words ; destroy them." This reading, which arose

from a slightly different combination of letters in

the original, seems to suit the context better than

the reading in the Hebrew, which is certainly

peculiar, and, in the present connection, apparently

inappropriate. The feeble figure of eating words

is scarcely analogous to the bold figure of eating a

parchment roll in Ezek. iii. 1-3. In ver. 15 of

each text, the prophet asks Jehovah to avenge him

of his persecutors; in ver. 16 of the Greek, he prays

for their destruction. Thus the parallelism in the

Greek is more complete than in the Hebrew. The

superiority of the Septuagint in this passage will

appear more clearly by translating, together with

the variant reading, the immediately preceding and
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the immediately succeeding sentence. The passage

reads, "Know that for thy sake I have suffered

reproach from those despising thy words ; destroy

them, and let thy word be unto me for the joy and

rejoicing of my heart."

Once more, the first part of chap. xvi. 7 is

rendered in the Septuagint,
"
neither shall bread

be broken at (in) their mourning," etc. This read-

ing shows how the Hebrew should be reconstructed.

The variation was due to the simple substitution

or alteration of a single letter, and is supported by
other ancient manuscripts. In the Revised Version,

the words "
for them "

should be translated

"
bread," and the word " bread" which is printed

in italics, should be expunged. The verb " break
"

here in the Hebrew does not of itself necessarily

mean to break bread. It only has this signification

when the word for bread, as in Isa. Iviii. 7, is

expressed as its object. Moreover, the words "
for

them
"
are further shown to have arisen erroneously

from the word "
bread," because, as Graf admits,

they do not harmonize with the singular Hebrew

suffix after the verb "to comfort," which is

improperly translated as a plural pronoun in the

English Bible.

Further, the second member of chap, xviii. 14

should be reconstructed by the help of the Sep-

tuagint. While the general sense of the Hebrew
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words is clear, the combination of adjectives is

peculiar, and difficult to understand. The Eevised

Version does not give an adequate translation of

them either in the margin or in the text. The

reading in the Greek, which arose from a text

similar to that of the Hebrew, but more complete

than the latter is, gives an excellent rendering of

the sentence. Before translating the Septuagint

here, it should be observed that the form of the

first member in Hebrew is somewhat unusual
;
and

that its form in Greek, which represents a very

similar -text,' is so interesting as to be worthy of

careful consideration. A translation, therefore, of

the whole Greek verse, because of its possible

correctness, if not probable superiority, may advan-

tageously be given. It reads,
"
Shall protuberances

depart from rocks, or the snow from Lebanon ? or,

shall waters borne violently by the ivind turn

aside ?
"

Lastly, in the middle of chap. xli. 9, the Septua-

gint reading,
"
the same is the great pit," appears

undoubtedly to be the true one. In the Authorized

Version, the rendering,
"
because of Gedaliah," is

absolutely false, as Graf affirms
; and, in the Eevised

Version, the rendering,
"
by the side of Gedaliah,"

is essentially wrong, as he also asserts. The words

in the original do not properly admit of either

rendering, and cannot, as they stand, be grammati-
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cally construed. The Hebrew reading liere is

utterly indefensible, and was evidently due to

textual imperfection, or to erroneous transcription,

or, perhaps, to both. The originals of the present

Greek and Hebrew texts are very similar
;
and the

one, as scholars know, was easily derivable from

the other by a slight confusion of the letters. The

excellence of the construction in the Greek is worth

indicating by a translation of the context. The

whole verse reads,
" Now the pit wherein Ishmael

cast all those whom he had slain (the same is the

great pit which Asa the king had made for fear of

Baasha, king of Israel), this Ishmael filled with

them that were slain."

The third class comprises single words. A very

large number of places might be pointed out where

a suffix, or a verbal form, or a particle of some

kind represents a manifestly superior reading in

the Septuagint. As many such instances have

been already noticed by Movers and Hitzig, as

well as by Graf himself, and as many others will

be at once observed by those who take the trouble

critically to compare the Hebrew with the Greek

throughout, brevity forbids the multiplying of

examples. For reasons that will plainly appear to

scholars, a small number of such plac.es in the

Hebrew, which should be reconstructed by the

Greek, may here be briefly indicated. These are,
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"
shall blaze forth.

"
for

"
shall break forth," chap,

i. 14 ;

" wall" for
"
walls," chap. i. 18 ;

"
destroyed

"

for "burned up," chap. ii. 15; "stained" for

"
marked," chap. ii. 22 ;

" burned
"

for
" broken

down," chap. iv. 26 ; "a refiner
"

for
"
refining,"

chap. vi. 29
;

"
shall be consumed

"
for

"
shall

die," chaps, xi. 22; xlii. 17, 22; "drought" for

"
droughts," chap. xiv. 1

;

" tamarisk
"
for

"
heath,"

chap. xvii. 6 ;

"
deep

"
for

"
deceitful," chap. xvii. 9 ;

"
shall be inhabited

"
for

"
shall remain," chap,

xvii. 25 ;

" moulded
"

for
"
potter," chap. xix. 1

;

" Ahaz" for
"
cedar," chap. xxii. 15 ;" these" for

"
swearing," chap, xxiii. 10 ;

"
reproach

"
for

"
desolations," chap. xxv. 9

;

" multitude
"

for

"
mounts," chap, xxxii. 24 ;

"
earth

"
for

"
Jehovah,"

chap, xxxiii. 2; "your princes" for "his wives,"

chap. xliv. 9;
"
voice

"
for

"
shame," chap. xlvi. 12;

"the name" for "there," chap. xlvi. 17; "upon
her

"
for

"
it is come," chap. xlvi. 20

;

" wild ass
"

for
"
heath," chap, xlviii. 6 ;

"
altars

"
for

"
daugh-

ters," chap. xlix. 2
;
"in her forest

"
for

"
in his

cities," chap. 1. 32; "around" for "hollow," chap,

lii. 21.

The fourth class comprises proper names. In

chap, xxxviii. 1, where the name "Shephatiah"

appears in Hebrew, the Septuagint has "Zephaniah."

The former word, as Graf remarks, nowhere else

occurs. For this reason, as the latter word occurs
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in chaps, xxix. 25 ; xxxvii. 3, of both the Hebrew

and the Greek, it may be correct. In chap. xlii. 1,

instead of " Jezaniah the son of Hoshaiah," the

Greek reads,
" Azariah the ; son of Maaseiah." As

the name Azariah occurs in chap, xliii. 2 of both

texts, a
t
nd as the name Maaseiah also occurs with

it in this latter chapter, the reading of the Septua-

gint seems to be the proper one. In other places

again, such as
" Gihon

"
for

"
Shihor," chap. ii. 18;

"Assyrians" for "Syrians," chap. xxxv. 11;
" On "

for
" land of Egypt," chap, xliii. 13 ;

"Gilead" for "Gad," chap. xlix. 1, the version

preserves not only the more correct, but also the

more primitive reading, as Hitzig acknowledges

respecting the first three of these examples. In

each case, the name in Greek gives a more definite

designation of the place described.

In chap. xli. 5, "Salem" for "Shiloh" affords

another preferable reading. The former is supposed

to have been situated nearer to Shechem than the

latter was ; and, for this reason, Hitzig again admits

that the narrative in Greek furnishes the more

natural order of the neighbouring cities mentioned

in this passage. From the account given in

Gen. xxxiii. 18, where the word is rightly rendered

as a proper name in the Authorized Version, Salem

was evidently a city in the land of Canaan, and is

probably identical with the present Sdlim, a little
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village lying somewhat east of Ndblus, the modern

name of the ancient Shechem.
1 The latter seems

formerly to have been the designation of a town,

as well as of a tract of country. The occurrence of

Salem here in the Greek version ofJeremiah corrob-

orates the testimony of the Septuagint reading in

Gen. xxxiii. 18, according to which the word is in

apposition with the expression,
"
city of Shechem,"

which immediately follows. The Hebrew word dbtt?

seems not to be an adjective, as commonly assumed

by modern scholars, but a proper name, occurring

elsewhere only in Gen. xiv. 18. Having the same

form in each verse, it should be translated and

spelled each time in the same way, and not in a

different way, as in the English version.

The Septuagint seems, moreover, to present an

older and a superior form of the personal name in

chap. xlix. 27. Instead of
"
Ben-hadad," the Greek

here has vlov "A&ep, as in 1 Kings xv. 18, 20
;
xx. 1

;

2 Kings xiii. 3, 24
; Amos i. 4. The latter for the

former term occurs so frequently and so uniformly

in the version that the recensional character of the

reading is unquestionable. The regularity of the

spelling indicates that the original of the Greek

expression was either
"ttrj'ja,,

or more probably,

perhaps, -n^-ft. This latter name or title denotes
J- -L _ _; } v

"the son of Adar," which was apparently the

1 Smith's Dictionary of the BiUe, vol. iii., p. 1222.
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designation of an. ancient Syrian divinity, akin if

not equivalent to the old Assyrian deity, an appel-

lation of which appears in the word Adrammelech,

as found in 2 Kings xvii. 31 ; xix. 37. The method

of spelling the word "
Nebuchadnezzar," in the

Septuagint, also indicates a more primitive pronun-

ciation of the name, and one in all probability more

like the Assyrian original, which, Schrader says, is

written Na-l)i-uv-ku-du-ur-ri-u-su-ur in the cunei-
*

form inscriptions, but was pronounced Nabti-Jcudur-

ri-usur by the native Babylonians.
1

Throughout
this book, the word in Greek is almost regularly

written Na^ov^ovoa-op, corresponding to TSifc'Wta'Qj

in Hebrew. It is significant and noteworthy that

the Vulgate adopts the spelling of the Septuagint,

and writes the word "
Nabuchodonosor," which is

an exact transliteration of the Greek.

There are also a few places where the Septuagint

shows a proper name in the Hebrew to be either

wrongly formed or wrongly punctuated. In chap,

xxxix. 3, for instance, the name "
Samgar-Nebo

"

is apparently incorrect. Such a form does not else-

where occur in the Bible, and Schrader says that

it has not yet been found in the cuneiform inscrip-

tions.
2

According to all analogy, in the Scripture

spelling of Assyrian proper nouns compounded with

1 Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testament, Zweite Auflage, p. 361.

2 Hid. p. 416.
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"
Nebo," the latter term should begin the name, as

in Nebuchadnezzar, Nebuzaradan, and Nebushazban.

The fact that the corresponding word in Greek

is ^afjia^md, and that the two succeeding words,

each of which begins with "
Nebo/' are Na^ova-d^ap

and Nct/Sava-apefe, seems to confirm this supposition.

In chap. xlix. 1, 3, again, the Eevised Version has

in the text "Malcam," and in the margin "their

king." The word in Hebrew is incorrectly pointed.

As it stands, it should be translated as a common

noun with suffix, and not as a proper noun. With

its present punctuation, therefore, the rendering of

the margin is alone correct. The context shows,

however, that the word in each verse is a proper

name, and should be punctuated according to the

Septuagint
" Milcom." This was the name of the

god of Ammon, and it seems never to have been

properly pointed otherwise.

A careful comparison of the proper names of

this book, as they occur respectively in each text,

possesses a still further significance. It proves

conclusively that the mode of spelling and pro-

nouncing them, observed by the translator, was

very often not the same as that adopted by the

Massorites. It also seems to indicate that the

ancient pronunciation of proper names differed

greatly from that expressed at present in our

Hebrew Bibles. In translating into Greek, the
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laws of euphony, doubtless, would sometimes for-

bid the precise reproduction of a peculiarly Semitic

sound, especially in the case of consonants. In

the case of vowels, little or no difficulty would be

felt. Whenever an exact equivalent of a consonant,

therefore, was wanting in his language, the trans-

lator would be obliged, of course, to employ the

letter or the combination of letters, which most

nearly represented the Hebrew original. This

course, it will be seen, he has consistently pursued.

After making the fullest allowance, though, for

such euphonic or linguistic peculiarities, which

occur with almost systematic regularity, there still

remains a number of remarkable divergences that 1

can be explained only on the supposition that many
names were once spelled and pronounced differently

from the way in which they are to-day. The

information furnished by the Septuagint respecting

the ancient mode of spelling and pronouncing

Hebrew proper names, it will be found, is of the

greatest possible importance.

As the principal deviations of the version are

manifest to scholars, it is not necessary to give

many illustrations, here. A few examples of the

divergent method of expressing vowel sounds

should be given, though, to show that the vowel

notation of the Massorites is not the same as was

that of the Alexandrian translator. When the
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latter, for instance, writes an tt for an 1, as Ta\aaS

for 1^75 (Gilead) ; an e for an ?, as 'E/t/i^p for

(Immer) ;
an 6 for an ti, as ToSoTua? for

(Gedaliah) ;
an o for an u, as

J

A<bp for

(Azzur), and Ilaa-^p for "fin$B (Pashhur) ;

an e for an $ and an e for an w, as 3eA7u?/i for

Q^$ (Shallum), it is unreasonable to suppose

that the change of vowel in each case was due to

arbitrariness on his part. Every time he could as

easily have given the one sound as he gave the

other. In corresponding cases, it will be found,

he has reproduced such vowels with scrupulous

fidelity, as an I in AavlS for Tn (David), and a in

Tapaplos for ?TI^E;H (Gemariah), an a in 'Pa%a/3

for 2;n (Rechab), an e in
r

P%J?A, for ^rn (Rachel),

and an u in Zapovfa for ^SfiEtZJ (Samuel). When,

in other books, moreover, the Septuagint writes an

&, and an o in Zapfyoav for
j'iUJDtp (Samson), the

rational conclusion is that the name was so pro-

nounced at the time that the translation was made.

It is not just to assume that the pronunciation,

represented in the Septuagint, was simply that

which prevailed amongst the Jews of Egypt, and,

therefore, would naturally be less pure than that

which prevailed amongst the Jews of Palestine,

as some scholars have assumed. Nor is it fair to

assert with some, for reasons that need not be
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now discussed, that the Massoretic pronunciation

of proper names is absolutely correct, or that it

infallibly 'represents the sound of every name as

it was originally pronounced. Both from, its age

and character, it is quite reasonable to suppose

that the version generally reproduces the earlier

pronunciation. It is here sufficient, further, to

observe that there are good grounds for believing

that changes were at some time arbitrarily made

in the form of certain Hebrew proper names.
"
Many," as Nestle says,

" seem to have first

arisen after the origin of the Septuagint."
r

The investigation also furnishes some new and

important suggestions for the Hebrew grammar.
In chap. ii. 20, the rendering of which in Greek

is excellent, by a different division of the letters,

the Septuagint translates the two words ny'2 fttf,

as though they were a verb of the Hithpael species,

ny&ON' According to the Massoretic system, this

latter form is not now properly permissible, the

law of euphony requiring rt!ftKi$. As the trans-

lator evidently had before him the same conso-

nants that the Hebrew has, and as he surely must

have been acquainted with all the grammatical

forms of the Hebrew language, he could hardly

have regarded the combination as he did, had the

1 " Manclie scheinen erst nach der Entstehung der LXX. entstan-

den zu sein." Die Israelitischen Eigcnnamen^ etc., p. 125.
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form not been legitimate. It is highly improbable

that he should have made such a mistake. The

case is especially interesting, because it suggests

the possibility, either that the present law of

euphony in such verbal forms was not then strictly

observed, or that it was not fully established

when his Hebrew manuscript was made. In ver.

33 of this same chapter, there occurs a group of

words, Q} 13 p'^S (not only, but also), which is

peculiar in Hebrew at the present time, but which

at one time may possibly have existed in the

language.

In chap. iv. 5, the verb ^xb'Ci, which is trans-

lated "aloud" in the Revised Version, is rendered

in the Septuagint by the adverb N^>E, as though

the latter were formerly a synonym for i^D- In

chap. v. 12, the expression b^JrN'
i

ta being ren-

dered by OVK ea-Ti ravra (these things are not so),

indicates that the word w\rt, which is now used,

sometimes as a pronoun and sometimes as a verb,

was then used also as an adverb. This word is

supposed to have been originally a demon-

strative ; and, besides its frequent occurrence as

a personal pronoun and as a copula, it occasionally

occurs as a demonstrative adjective to indicate

an object already mentioned as well known,

somewhat after the manner of our remote demon-

strative that. The present passage shows that it
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was likewise once employed as a demonstrative

adverb.

In chaps, iii. 21
;

vii. 29, the Septuagint has

"lips" for "bare heights." In each passage, the

rendering in Greek is tolerably appropriate ; but, in

the latter passage especially, it suits the context

exceedingly well. It is unlikely that the translator

had before him D^fiDto* the ordinary Hebrew word

for lips. He evidently found in his manuscript a

combination of letters similar to that in the

Massoretic text ; and instead of D^Dtp? undoubtedly

read QQto- Hence this latter word seems clearly

to be an ancient dual form for the mouth or the

lips, as it is rendered in both the English and

Alexandrian versions of Ezek. xxiv. 17, 22.

In chap. xi. 21, the two words ttV) are rendered

by the Septuagint el Se
\ut). The translation is inter-

esting, inasmuch as it seems to indicate that the

ancient punctuation may have been ^Vu a form

that is equivalent to NVoNl.j which occurs in

1 Sam. ii. 16, and which is substantially translated

there in Greek as the words under consideration

are translated here. Another interesting combi-

nation in Greek is found in chap. xiii. 27, where,

for the present Hebrew expression Tty IJTO, the

Septuagint has "fy iflETtp.

In a large number of passages, moreover, one
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preposition in the Greek stands for another pre-

position in the Hebrew. Sometimes each species

of this sort of substitution is favourable to the

Septuagint. Indeed, the form in Greek often

corrects the form in Hebrew, as in chap. iii. 20, for

instance, where the preposition ft (from) is rendered

in the Septuagint 3, (to). The variation evidently

arose from the similarity of these two letters in the

ancient alphabet, but the Greek preserves the

proper reading. In Hebrew lexicons, it is stated

that the verb "7^3, rarely occurs with the preposition

ft (from), and the present passage is cited as an

example. Besides being the only instance, this

verb appears not to have been rightly used with ft

(from). The verse, therefore, should be rendered,
"
Surely as a wife proves faithless to her husband,

so ye have proved faithless to me, house of Israel,

declares Jehovah." This case furnishes but one

example out of very many that might be given

of the way in which the Septuagint corrects

peculiar or exceptional uses of prepositions in the

present Hebrew text.

The testimony of the Septuagint is especially

significant respecting the use of "in" or "into"

and " on
"
or

"
upon," both of which in Hebrew are

very often incorrectly used. Example after example

might be given where the Greek presents, not only

the preferable, but also the proper, form of one or
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other of these words. In the Hebrew, the pre-

positions ^N and ^y, which are rightly rendered in

the version by ek and eir'C respectively, are constantly

and inconsistently interchanged, as though they

were substantially synonymous. Very often this

is the case where the sense, as well as the grammar,

requires a distinction to be made. In the Greek,

on the other hand, a distinction in harmony with

the most classic Hebrew usage almost uniformly

occurs. The version frequently has an 7^1 for an

Sy and vice versa, where the one or the other

wrongly stands in the Hebrew. The translator's

use of these two prepositions is so admirable, and so

agreeable to the genius of the Jewish language, that

apparently, in his manuscript, the true distinction

between them was more carefully observed than it

is in the present Massoretic text. The difference

between the texts in this respect, while probably

in part recensional, may possibly have been in part

transcriptional. The difference, too, is decidedly

in favour of the Septuagint.

For other unusual grammatical expressions, par-

ticularly for the so-called cra Xeyopeva, or words

that occur but once throughout the Hebrew Bible,

the Septuagint will also be found to be of the

greatest value. Many such terms, in this book

especially, are of very doubtful significance, and of

very questionable correctness. In chap. xiv. 9, for
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example, the word translated "astonied" is both

obscure and inappropriate. The corresponding

word in the version, on the other hand, affords an

excellent sense. The first member of this verse in

Greek is rendered, "Why shonldst thon be as a

man asleep, as a man that cannot save ?
" The

parallelism here is perfect, and the meaning ex-

pressed is superior to that in the Hebrew. In the

former case, the divergency was due to the sub-

stitution of a i for a -^ and of a n for a T ; in the

latter case, it was due to the absence of the letter \

Each of these kinds of variation occurs with fre-

quency. In this way, the version shows not only

how variations arose, but also - how they may be

proved and estimated. The Hebrew of Jeremiah,

as is well known, is remarkable for its numerous

textual peculiarities. It displays a great many
words and forms which cannot have belonged to

the language in its purer state, but which may be

corrected or emended by the aid of the Septuagint

translation.

In addition to the examples given in the pre-

ceding paragraphs of the important results obtained

from this investigation for the grammar and the

lexicon, it might be much more fully shown, did

space permit, how the Septuagint helps to throw

light upon Hebrew forms of rare or single occur-

rence, as well as serves to furnish valuable sug-
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gestions and corrections for future grammars and

lexicons. One more example may be given by

way of further illustration. In the last German

edition of Gesenius's Dictionary, it is stated that

the verb "
to send," rh^D, which is naturally fol-

lowed by the accusative of the person or the thing-

sent, is followed by the accusative of the person sent

with the letter ^ only in 2 Chron. xvii. 7. The

Septuagint shows that the same construction also

occurs in chap. xvi. 16 of this book. This verse is

rendered in the English Bible, as though the noun

following the verb "send" in each member was in

the dative, because of the preposition ^ (for) that

stands with it in each case
; whereas, the preposition

here appears to be as certainly the sign of the

accusative, as it is in the passage mentioned in

Chronicles, where the nouns following it are

correctly construed in the English version as

accusatives. According to the Greek rendering of

each passage under consideration, therefore, the

present verse should be translated,
"
Behold, I will

send many fishers, declares Jehovah, and they shall

fish them; and, afterward, I will send many
hunters, and .they shall hunt them from every

mountain, and from every hill, and out of the holes

of the rocks."
'

There still remains to be considered another

textual peculiarity of some grammatical impor-
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tance. The use of the pronoun by the Septuagint,

in many passages, is exceedingly interesting, to say

the least. There are a few places where its absence

is significant, as "father" for "my father," chap,

iii. 19; "mother" for "my mother," chap. xv. 10;

"brother" for "my brother," chap. xxii. 18. The

simplicity of the expression in each instance seems

to indicate its antiquity. At all events, the form

in Greek points to a peculiarity of the translator's

text. The . simpler reading is undoubtedly recen-

sional, and it is apparently ancient.

There are also a good many places where the

substitution of a pronoun for an article, or an article

for a pronoun, is significant. It is barely possible

that occasionally, owing to the genius of his lan-

guage, the translator may have substituted an

article for a pronoun, especially because a few

divergences of this kind may be conjecturally

explained in this way. It is hardly probable, how-

ever, that this was often if, indeed, ever the case.

The recensional character of this species of sub-

stitution is well illustrated by an instance that

occurs in chap, xxvii. 3, where the Greek has a

pronoun, but the Massoretic text has neither a

pronoun nor an article with the noun "
messengers."

The construction of the Hebrew, though, absolutely

requires either the one or the other, as the accom-

panying adjective with article indicates ; and, since
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the noun, with article would have been a natural

reading, which could have been easily and legiti-

mately reproduced, had it appeared in the original of

the Alexandrian text, the presence of the pronoun
here in Greek warrants the conclusion that it

belonged to the translator's manuscript. The

following are the chief examples that occur of the

substitution of an article for a pronoun :

'
v-

iv. 20; -my d'nyn, iv. 26;
TT -TV

x. 21; ^p0 d^n, xii. 14;
.

d'n&fcii* xiv. 15 ; diTWa d^rtan, xviii. 21
;

norm dmrn, xx. 17 ; D^i&fo dii d'n&fon
T :

-
; v VT . : : T

xxvii. 9.

The substitution of a pronoun for an article in

the Septuagint is much more frequent than that

of an article for a pronoun. As the Greek was

an article -loving as well as a participial-loving

language, the greater frequency of the pronoun in

the version proves this peculiarity to be unquestion-

ably recensional. Wherever a pronoun in the

Greek stands for an article in the Hebrew, as a

rule, there is reason to believe that the translator

found the form before him in the text he used.

The fact, moreover, of its greater frequency in the

Hebrew original of the Greek translation suggests
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the supposition that the pronoun was much more

common in earlier times than was the article, the

more frequent use of which may probably have

belonged to a later development of the language.

If this supposition be correct, it indicates, not only

the primitive nature of the Hebrew pronoun, but

also the archaic character of the Alexandrian

recension. In any case, the textual peculiarity is

significant, and worthy of the carefullest considera-

tion. Of this kind of substitution the following

instances occur :

ttJaan Qtto iv. 10; njn njarr inta, vii. 11 ;

d^an drroa ; rrtam dtfrfaNi ; d^ufem
T - -.-: T T : v -: - T -

:

difttfri, vii. is ; rnferT drrnfc, vii. 20 ; ^-ITI
...

.. . v T -
: : v -

wj> vii. 23; d^n i&y ; ri^m
viii. 5 ; rtpa$rr W>Qlp, xi. 5 ;

drrnvra, xi. 22
; rr^ja ^rjja, xii. 14

;

,
xiii. 13; d^arn n^Mm

. T -
; T T :

xiii. 14
; d^^n difM^M, xiv. 13 ;

: v ; v VT

drpoiD^ DH^^?, xvii 25 ; d^n ^%
xx. 8 ; d5T ^^ xxvi- 23 ; xl. 6 ; d^M^m

T T - :
-

:

i, xxvii. 15
; tthipn ^h&, xxxi. 23 ;

; vl - :'T

n D^ni^l^, xliv. 22 ; rrti^&n

xivi. 4
; nnnSan ^rrarfe, xlix. 26.

- '-
Having indicated briefly a very few of the more
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important practical results obtained from the in-

vestigation, it seems advisable, before presenting

the complete Conspectus of the variations, to sum

up concisely the general conclusions that have been

reached by the present inquiry. Partly by way
of recapitulation, therefore, and partly by way of

amplification, it will be seen, the following final

results are now submitted for careful considera-

tion :

1. The book of Jeremiah, from the time of its

completion and publication, or shortly afterwards,

appears to have existed in a twofold form.

2. One edition of his prophecies was possibly

authorized in Egypt by the prophet himself, and,

therefore, may be called the Egyptian or Alexan-

drian recension; another edition was probably

sanctioned in Babylonia or Palestine by the Jewish

Synagogue, and, therefore, may be called the

Babylonian or Palestinean recension.

3. The Alexandrian recension represented the

shape of the book as it was circulated in Egypt,

and as it may have been published by Jeremiah or

by Baruch ; the Palestinean recension represented

the shape of the book as it was circulated in Asia,

and as it may have been altered and expanded,

during the centuries intervening between the date

of the prophet's death and the time of the Septua-

gint translation, by Jewish copyists or scribes.
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4. The version reproduces in substance the

Alexandrian recension, and presents, as nearly as

can be determined, the norm, or the original form,

of the book, as it may have left the hands of the

prophet or of his secretary; the Massoretic text

reproduces in modified form the Palestinean

recension, and presents the shape which that

recension had received by glosses and interpola-

tions from the times of Jeremiah to the days of

the Massorites.

5. The Septuagint was translated as faithfully

as the condition of the ancient Hebrew manuscript

would permit, and as literally as the genius of the

flexible Greek language would allow, the translator

or translators having in no way arbitrarily changed
the original Hebrew text, and having in no

instance been influenced either by personal scruple,

theological bias, or religious tendency.

6. From striking evidence furnished by numerous

passages, sometimes because of the different deriva-

tion of the same word, and sometimes because of

the peculiar use of a similar term, the version

seems to have been .made by several persons, two

or three, at least, apparently having taken part in

the work of translation.

7. Although each text contains mistakes, as has

repeatedly been shown, yet the Greek translators

made mistakes more frequently than did the



282 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

Massorites, owing chiefly to the difficulty of trans-

lating a badly worn or an indistinctly written

manuscript from an unpunctuated or an unpointed

text.

8. While both texts have suffered somewhat

from the process of transmission, the original of

each having, undoubtedly, been more or less

corrupt, the Hebrew text in general is in a better

condition at present than is the Greek text, owing

principally to careful and, perhaps, repeated redac-

tion or revision.

9. By applying the general principles of varia-

tion deduced and demonstrated in the foregoing

discussion, corruptions and imperfections in both

texts may be discovered and explained, the one

text helping to correct the errors or to rectify the

mistakes in the other text.

10. After making due allowance for the various

causes of divergence, some of which are true of all

the books, and all of which are true of some of the

books, of the Old Testament, the Septuagint trans-

lation will be found to be of the utmost value for

the purposes of text-criticism.
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s^bsn rru

Deest Bbtflf^? B^an 5

Bbimf'

nsn naiBi B^iwa iawi 8

film IBB "ris 13 istcn-bs nini ^ax ns 9
c
Ba

i>rn (isten) Bainwss

S 13 10

rran
'

ri nib^na n
iiaf si^i 12

(?npbb.) nnpb pbnb

) ibs fati ^TBS 'IBI ani lawi n'ips b?a BW is
T

'

14

a ut vs. 18. Targ. ra. b
Targ. ^aV ^T. u?-

c
~^id - 44:7 -

d ut vs. 13. Targ. Wtp?V



37:15-38:1] THE CONSPECTUS OP THE VARIATIONS. 361

tva-ss wa -irfci ma Tiosn tva ntvw Wai 15

sfca rvab nw sbsn mab
irwarv a5 irwarv * 13 16

n
ninbw i

'
1

i

msia an

N is

xbnn nia-bx ^ni Dnn3- >

'D

'fan 19

baa ^ba sia^sb 13 -byiDDiby baa-^a ia*-Mb

nstn
' " '

nsrn pan
Deest sp-yaw 20

^nsnm ban

a-bsi oawn rrabi ison 'nsin
1
' n^a

21

In's i3ibia''
l

i "isria qrroryi.-

'

onb ib
e
nsnsi

'

onb-^iSD ib

'

-Jhsi
:

- - ' T i

-M nnbn latny T'Wr'a nnbn-bs

CAPUT

s-w&s

Deest

o^n-b? nan

a Vid. vs. 18.
b KOU sig ryv %sp&,

c Vid. vs. 15.
d
Targ.

c
Tare. V^atTil.o ' -:T :



362 THE TEXT 03? JEKEMIAH. [38: 2-1 1

aina iswi aina a-irn 2
a
bbt>b wsi nrwm n?rp. bbwb ws -fe-nnini rrw

nw nas ns ^ mrp IBS ns 3

baa-*jbB b^n ifa baa-^ba VTJ 153

a^ nai^ 'ibwrb n^ten Tflas^ 4

n 13 Kinn wfTn ^a-b? ^ twn
'

na

nnbw K3? ii
'^i anrrron

onb ^bttn bD^-^b ID

'

Deest
iM;te*yi-ns Irjs^ 6

iia-bK in^ba niarj"b

ii'aa irvte inbtr"! a^bana i

Deest DD l^s 7

rpn "ibtsni atfl
1

' ibatni

*xv\ 8

nfain nn win Sfb'an ^hs 9

n-jn

nnb

VWTR

K 10

np

-pa sia3n sinw-fTT''
Deest tr>3 11

nnn

8 Vid. 21:9; 39:18. b
Targ. N^tfi a^. Targ. 83^ OTSS HI

7 O T ,
;
- . T . & T .-. T .__



38:12-23] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS. 363

n^bari iibai rruno inba Qinbtt iiban rtianon I'-ba

)eest

nnma tro(ri) n!^ Tgsi
1

! -bzs iffiisn tFba-na:? tea*11
! 12

'

nnn'
nnna

aver*] is

in nbwi 14

ss

ybian-bs in^^s-bs is

n ib Jawn -b in? ban" yawi IB

153
Deest 'fjW&rf1^

in^p'is-bs ISTW iBi 17

b^iB^

T

-rtbs nisas in'bs nin1
'

Ti?n 'jnsri
ssn-sb DI baa ijbia ^to-bs^an-sb QI is

"

risrn S^n npwi

nnsi tnw uban-sb n
19

i xb nini bi'pa sj-jja isgi sb 20

I'ibs ia^ ifflsb

1503 ^-i pa isatpn 22

^Ta? 13,03

23

Targ. "jiii^S.
c
Targ. ^ Wa^



364 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH. [38r24-39:4

HP* ifssn

Deest

n nsrn nwri mz sptan rwm

n 151?!:

r^a-bs

inis

24

25

26

mob iwint mi
b^n nis itt 2?

na^n s>tti25i-b ^
' T

ffii-*!* 28

Deest tabtiw nisbs

CAPUT XXXIX.

rflnaw

nsin nitt^TO^a 2

iitibai3 3

Desunt

bbV 'n

a
Mapyavaaaf) KOI

Nayaoyac,

} "Net^ovaaytxp KKI Ntx(3ovaape?c,



39:5-16] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VAEIATIONS. 365

in la-rn nan

Sb ani

infc

Desunt <

ibw IB

as>n

-b?

-an

10

1 1

12

nbti^' "$^5 13

Mara

Desunt
is

niasb 16

nixaa rnrn



366 THE TEXT OE JEREMIAH. [39:17-40:5

nstn avyn-b? nsrn
Deest ittfirt ai'ia tpssb wvj

wasasn ^a ssns bn TS isnsn Vi rrin'i'-nw 17
* ':.*. -

s I ~T AT j -. :

b
bbib TIMS nrvni bbinb nnwi is

CAPUT XL.

mini

innpa in

mbrbs

n (im's np^i)

nrn "oipan-b?

' '

ntn

fc Drwoma mni wi ISI^T m3 nin 1
*

^n 2

3

Deest njn ^w! BDb n^nn
nsn -pa tri*n TnnMD nsn nnsi 4

Desunt
irrbs run bnn baa
T T "1 T -!

- -

rrttfi aitrbx i

jsb nfiuj inabb a 1

it awi

nw
et Yobb

in awn

nabb

a
Targ. SOfi XR-ip b?.

b Vid. 21:9; 38:2. c
Targ. 'pin S'ins i>.

Targ. ias m'n"1

]? bx
1

!.
;

e
Targ. ja]35.



40:6-15] THE CONSPECTUS OP THE VAEIATIONS. 367

rpbnirbs sa^i "j? rrttrba in^^ wi 6
T

BB^
"to? lina ^i n-nsrasn o:;rj -pra iris awi

T T

paa
.r. "nwba

Deest

n^DS ins 51^1055

baa

ins

Deest

-3Bia

aw ^ nani

isa

mia
Deest

in^irbs isa^i

nssiaa aw
nyb

atflB6rnw

tvisnsrrtaa

TSM nann

b^.rin -niB-bai trim TUJS

-n ^bx nbi iiarja ^ba

?jtifis (-n) n^nb VKPMW'.:- x
*.*/

Deest

10

mi 11

12

isia

n ">ni-b3i 13

^^ 14

Jsi ansnb n^ro-jav T ' : ,TI -s / v

15

n 4-

Desunt^
I
*-

Targ. nn^~ia.
b Cf. vs. 10.



368 THE TEXT OF JEEEMIAH. [40: 16-41:7

sties (-r\K) nai rrab tfes nsai nab
' V I

~ ^
'.

*"* T

TV , 16
Desunt

n nwrrta n-n

CAPUT XLI.

jmtona nstoan

T, ,

Desunt <

Deest

bs-nxi

T,

T

. ( nan nianb'an
Desunt

j

T T T !

wbtrns mrb 4

D1M9W

bBtDi
*vonft\ Dai nabn Sfbh nes^an-jia

Deest
BJ

^^^b^riiaHwij 7

ufasn
1

!

1

jnn nian srin
T ~: T ; '

Targ. b?.
b
Targ. |'



41:8-17] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS. 369

8

path mi'

Deest

) sin bna .Tia
T ' T

Deest

wann

sin
'.

- s

10

ma-nan

an Tpsn ii

niin-Jn

Deest

'n'arta'i

Deest

Deest

Deest

,, ,
De3unt

n nurtai pn

Des nt

^vaaa ^tfs
' "

n

12

13

14

n^harna is

16

unas

rvnsa 17

Targ. Vs>.
b Vid. 43:6. c

Iv

2 A



3*70 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH.

ffna nsbb

r * fDesunt

[41:18-42:11

slab robb

a is

CAPUT XLH.

tsi pwi nn "nurba

rrwftrrp
n irvwbs 's^nsn i

itt3 nwi

-5 Ds'isa (bbsns) bb&n^a ^sn QD^nb^ nwba bb&nia

DDITIX
'

rt pis T5>b ^tissi nttK 'i5>b 5

iD^bs mm nbti *itB is^bs qirft mni sinbiih iias

bip-ns r-Di aiB-tan nw bip'a i>n-D
l

i

T

aii3-D e

nin-nm n^rj

'

nin-nm ^mi 7

Deest tnj?"
1

!^ 8

VIIB ins TIBS

yi pBpa ins-i "jinp^

T, , f inh cFinbw iris bsiis^ ^n'bs
JUesunt-s

'

,

=
-

=

,-= ",
T

,

[ fSBb DDnann bionb ^bs"' '' '

9
,

^bs

nsas Dsts my\ 10

inbin ^D runrrbs ^rrare i
isin-bs is!Qtt isirrbs 1 1

oans Giambi Dans b^nb nans b^nbn nans

Vid. 43:2. b ut vs. i.
c
Targ. n^a T? nian -nx



42:12-20J THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VAEIATIONS. 371

12

mm bipa n?
1^ mm bipa 13

ias amo p ID anas B^XB p-ana rib *ibb 14

fiBrtbB nanbtt nsnrwb ntiK

sb nn^i ana^b nribbi

watt pb nw-^ai ISWIB pb ntjyi is

Deest
n'rin']

rrnsBJ

mni bs-jto
1

:
^n'bs t-ilsas nw

ts'nsiab OD-'SS -pwion ffHsuVab wvso pawn alto

ow
T

QtD niab orisai

16

Qto

B*tf5n-ba t snaB-ntisj ditBDsn-bD 17

nrriMrtw B^ttttn Bi iiab d^S'a iab u
anna b

tai3? BID Tub laai ana a^na"

eiba dnb n^ni^bi iften tnte dnb nin^-

rvas mni is

i iwa "nartj tf

naiabi n
19

20

nlrri-bs TW nnribtj

broi mni-b

!ffrtb

a
Targ. d'nsglj. .

b Cf. 14: 15; 44:12. c
-jiro-^ipiot.

d ut -vs. 22.
e
Targ. Njb i^a.'

'

.



372 . THE TEXT OF JEKEMIAH. [42:21-43:9

mm bipia

wfcw bbbi Byrfa* mm pa
'

" '

DDlbK iMibtTYBa

anai airia'nwi aia i^niis win ?ii nnyi 22

T -* V -

CAPUT XLIH.

i iaT:b3nn D3>n-b3-bK nanb i

,nbin niB inbia Sias tan^rfes nini

Deest

ns ID 13 3

-TO
Deest

n^b^nn
Deest

'

^5-3 5

Deest

Deest

a
Of. 14 : 15

;
44 : 12.

b Yid. 42 : 1.
c Yid. 4i : 16. d

Targ. NtJ^BS te.

Targ. 7]y 3D.



43:10-44:6] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VAEIA.TIONS. 373

-wa
nr*

10

mm bs'ntoi irfc riita n

sn (stei) bwi tfiiBta *im "hiifetf-n hwi 'ij
' T

IBS ^mni 12

iiwri Jwn n^ s^i injn-nK nnn nay*

mbwa o^ia
13

CAPUT XLIV.

Deest

nini tri^is mrp 2

fwg wia*in asni rmrr> ^r^i nain ssni ntin
1

? nrte bj?i

aw aFi'11 nna y>i njn Qi^n

Deest
" "

^a^b 3

tran

wisnai n-nn
1

'

7. Targ. 'Jgl'ni'j.

d ea&/. Tid. vss. 9, 17, 21.



374 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH. [44:7-17.

rtiannb ntttrab nainb

$ (D3) cob "iimn vtbab w^td nab

jnub nab twain iwab 8

mi os^in ni i^w niyn rwi 9

10

DIB ^:n nim1
" "i^K-ns pb rtbwiani

irv''fl3srro "pb 11
'

aina

1
bTtt

irt

r?pptt
1naw

i

aina ibfa*

Deest
irra'j a^ia/i anna

nannb i^m nbbpbi ntswV nbb

Deest ^ai 13

trb3-b3. n^ni sbi niisttb Tnten ta^bio n^ni' bi 14

nian

i-^b aw awb BV nab awb
13

17

a
Targ. b. i> Vid. vss. 6, 17, 21.

c
Targ. Ipba Stb



44:18-28] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS. 375

pirna.i tknaro ni

is

Deest Di?D3 inb-ifBrn

15'Tapn

T '

-tpqispa 19

rib HjXDsaiyi a'coa nb ^fibi
Deest fias?fib

fib nsDDi d^aoa fib'-psryi

-brbsi "Qittan^i Q^aan-bs -b?i o^sn-^i Qiiaan-bV 20
'

ins awn d^n
'

na'n ins nwn osn-bs
'

21

IDT ons

nayinn ^sa 22

DDSIS inni

Deest

imrai iviprai wiprai imrai 23

^sn irwnn oons riDS'ipni ns:-n n^in DDns nsip p-by
...

.. T T y fi - T T(r 1 -

Deest njn tri*3

D?n-b b^sn-bs bsi tnyn-bs-bs 24

Deest ts^stt p^a *ias nTin^-bs
-ns inb' tri^rmn' ntsihrD 25

M Dhs'nasb

ansba

IBS snpittw nv n^nnss 26

-n

onb y'irjb nn^b3> ^pw ->5s 15 sbi nyib .tjn^by
'ipffl

roan 27

lam a^nb sbi miw thjj-bD i^ani na'itab

'

anna pan ^
Deest a?i9 ? 28

Vid. \ss. 6, 9, 21. b
Targ. "jafeSW.

c
Targ. St*^

1

; Nj'naa^.
d
Vid.vs.6.



376 THE TEXT OP JEEEMIAH. [44:29-46:2

nw
ffnjnar

Deest

29

mn ffipBa^tp^ ^

^ nip 13 win

so
tbi 'ya iwsi

''flftafc T^i ^
'

nasmanas

CAPUT XLV.

Deest

toirna bs isiV nin^ iiajma 2

3

nmm nlnssa
'

- -

a 4

Deest

nnsi bs>

CAPUT XLVI.

aroa 2

ig.
b
Targ. nasiznas



46:3-14] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS. 377

as! (pub) pa (itosn) ip^nn nssi pa iris 3

n iby o^oion now Dolman ibjn 'inwon

ipna Dvaiaa

Piw&ri wnb
tniosv D^nn nan ^'na 0^102 o^nn nan 'iniiiiny'nia 5

OTSW iw fiirniaai iin

BS

'

IDS

6

7

nby "IIS^D Bpia 8

Deest tra iwari^ triini

was.p$-no5'

asjn ibbhnni n^Dion iba? 9

tswi'tra' o^iann
''tosh n^ibi pa

ncp huj

nlnib rilsas nln^ \5hsb 10

nfsa Dp

T

3nb a*in nbsxi 'i^sa

pas pia liiKb pas fnsa rria nln^
nr*

'

rna-^nrb^
nbinsb ima^nsTcbci^sa-nanbina n

12

irp ibizja wn-< ibiBD

*bs nw *iai *n' wn 13

baa nbia siab sinsn
"

T

baa iba
bs twawm bitfla(a)b wan ^tttini ernsaa' mn 14

g
qa(a) jqba

'' ' '

;
-

i - s

a
Targ. 'pai^inn.

b ut vs. 8.
c

Targ. S^rn.
d

Targ. iNli'O.

6 Cf. I, Chron, 21: 12.
f
Targ. b?. S Vid. vs. 19. Targ. O^aaa.



378 THE TEXT OP JEEEMIAH. [46:15-27

fca Qp?=) *TBB &5'

-bs tra barta brais na-vrj 10

iurrt
'

naip snB#>3

'

(rvwn) nsvin ann liaia

T

wi*n ain

DBJ ISI? 17

in'i
1

'5'is-D: I'BTB m'as mVp sb'amaKS is
- F -

19
T ; F v v -

.

pp 20

21

ion

13 nsa

blna-'D bb^ trw cbip
isa

sa DTK mi 13

-fb^ IDTOD j^bip 22

ia mimpai

13 nwp. sb 13

a rore

ipis

sb ID 23

nans 24

nlsas nn4

-ITQS 25

in

Desunt .* T ' v v

IBIS ptop p-^nsi n*ia
*. . i . . j .. ...... T T ;

26

27

a

vs. 23.

.
b Vid. vs. 14.

c
Targ. tb$ "fff.

d Inc



i6: 28-47: 7] THE CONSPECTUS OP THE VABIATIONB. 379

pan lt>;i Tnrna

sing 28

sirra'an ^ ins 13 nba nw "o

svao

CAPUT XLVII,

n>
ni- ^tfesn ipsn aton

1
* bs bb^ni o^xn i'psn.2T Tr

a n^/as MIDIS nww> bipa 3

Y'ban

T

rvn* issh-x

nniT
-bs-nx (rvfob) nasb an oVa -brns thtft san m^n-b? 4

'

ten bsi pw mn i
''

k

inffi-
rt

'a njij'Tnte bs

1112-13 '(nfintyj IK rvnswj

nt-b? nmp nsa ntttftj ntybs nnip 'nsa 5
'

ain ninib ain ^n e

'Win

8
Targ. ^>S

*
Targ, SfflSSj 133.

c
Targ. N*1J ^an^S

"

(
fti>1. d

Targ

s^niV-
e 5

Ey//*. Targ.'
1

jinBi5iiFi.
f Inc. Vs, 6. '? Aram. "ftiMn.



380 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH. [48:1-12

-b? a'in iwrtn pbptt?K-
9

b? DT din.
Siit

CAPUT XLVIII.

13 in:r
c

b2 iin msf imrirD ^ribx rvistas nirr

.rwba smia rmra 13 ins-b

n nisn d^ri^ ntsft

atcn

D%T]

's bip >? np2 bnp 3

uwn l^^?5
? '"Pr?!

T

i^affin 4

ttinbn nb -nby -can rinnbn
T

'nby
ia ID 5

nrnm dDiin'iffiSi iidnM IDS n^nm dDicss note 102 6

7

wbs-bs TJB sa^ 8

13 a^ittb yp ian ssn sss 13 aatob pnsn 9

na^nn n-ab n^rb3i
t ^SIQ na^nn nainb r

in aw 'jna

Deest i*hsps
10

1?353 IVtWfQ 11

tei trias-b? wn Bpiai
. i^T^ S1n ^^* T '

12

.!5?.
C 0f. 50:27. Targ.^?.

d
'A/t& /ra/AyaSr.

e
Of.

Isa.l5:5. Zoyopa.
f Cf.Job.S9:5. ^Targ.^?.

h Cf.50: 27,31.
* Of. vs. 25.



48:13-31] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS. 381

tistn (nbaa) tiirbaa sntaatt

wtonbicft yyn tew
wwaa is

rvarfaob bTi "ngasi 14

Deest miaas nls-p

in bs

'aw
akiu tnti ^ *ra

ncbasi

Deest
f
i&?a aitt PSDT

rnn g
pniBb xib nsi

spaaaai wpp-'o nsstis

na 'TtbriR ia

riianb?

'aw

i^boa nsspn n^vo i^n

a a

nab

bn h
irrih

a^aeia 'ib^n .atob
' M

ie

ton 17

is

19

20

21

24

tDS5 25

p&si 26

n^n pirnsn ib OKI 27

pn "

nan^-bsi pbn

i^rvi

iab oni

asfhabi

28

29

so

31

a
Targ.

e
Meiacap.

Targ.

>

Targ.

V?.
d
Targ. "is

ut vs. 26. ^
Targ.



382 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH. [48:32-40

nan?

fmsn
V V T I

gn^ttVo (?)nb5iyi"

ab &

mwba bi
n

in

Deest

n -nip
tnrj

dio33 "part ib-nsas w "osi? 32

nanii?

syb* twa-w tip i?
-IE Tnsa-^

'

VBS nnw TJ^'

nuow bmaa b^i nnais nfibsi 33

34

35

36

37

aamab

nan

nmjj'

asia

nan n

by 38

39

40

a
Targ. l^l? 1?'

Vid. vs. 36.
d
Targ...... WQ3. e '

Zctkaaia. h
Targ. ",^n

xn'issa 'isait'ia V'^s ',

vs. 31.
'
Cf. Deut. 32:26; Hos. 9:12.

ails, 5 yyeX/'v
5
Targ. b|.

k Vid.



48:41-49:4] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VAEIATIONS.

-b?

Desunt

nnsi

Deest

Desunt

383.

41

rim abs &wnn

innsi ins 43

rvirn-osa

naa Sa^ 44

iatin bss 45

46

fQifr)
'.natsa *r*bai ^afa 47

i^risa
nan -

^

ns

BB^J

CAPUT XLIX.

naran ma

(B3bte) bbbB ID

nan e
ni

>p:y'

nntsan naawn

onb -n osba

n^aan i

ib

ftepaa nai-b ^nstttsni 2

nnni rvariba wnn

naso 3

aj Qtptt5>a ""bbninfrma 4

nntaan" naaiin nan

a
Targ. bs.

vs. 1.
e

b Vid. 11:23; 23:12. c

//*. Targ. T|&fMH.
f
Targ.

. Vid. vs. 3.
d Vid.

"JQ ^l^r



384 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH. [49:5-16

^* ins s^at van ^^"dsp 'ina Tb? Miiaiain 5

-pai

DeBuntf
I

'

rVWt-D!tt
T

to na 7

nwsn

'a pi D^aw} nawb visain ite? ^s 13

(w) ritoy ^viips rw

(inariD)HDTD
> shna wbi ftt^TT^ i&ten lisna 10

'

^^-^
tnt n^j

nary 11
v t i

- -
i

'
: -:

-
i -:

"
T i

Deest nan 12

npsn si nps nnsi in npu twn ninxi nsrti
1

;
"inw

i ^3 npsn b

nennbi n^iub-is nbbpbi a^hb nsinb niawb-^a 13

faai^a) salna n'ny-bai' 'nnn n^nn

'iaSn ns^nti Dbij> marinb ns^nn
bwfi^a d^isn iNaiisapnnmbiD''iaa

ta

i^i H
srahbiab itiip nibij !n53nb5ab wip-i nibs1

Deest nsn-^S 15

"JDT Tab libp ^bsn iiana 153^ ^ab yiir ie

ia (nwa niitt) ^inis DVU ?|sp

WW3 lap

a
ijirarfi>-i.

b
Cf. Exod. 23 : 1. Targ. D^sV (dfei



49 : 17-30] THE CONSPECTUS OF THE VARIATIONS.

p-flDi rvb* ~a$ ba -b? p*w*j trih n^b?

man tno'S-o&ns Ttiwa rtvavf\ mwi tn

'3 85

a- 17

18

am

tss
in toi

i 20fy'

-pain law'r'b? aw
bipi pri nran fibss bipa .15 np^a y'isn ntyi Dbss bipa 21

yam sb Q*ri (npysi)

" '

nbip'

. iinaii pen ren 22

iwairiri wsna 23

b opwn n^y^

np^mn ets^n 24

Deest rribi'"? nnms n^bam nns

arr^b T> mip nbnnVy'na^sb -p 25
T ' "'

ipfpma b rvnirn

fanbian
tao' wnn

b 26

b
ni35ans nbasn

nsn m^biab

np-'b? ib5 imp
(?itfta)

knb3nn^ wipi a^aoa *iia

103

'nn-ja wsonx nbam 27

rtm nfebtt'sabi 28

wip
29

103 30

rrirrmw -ilsn
T I \t

a Vid. vs. 33; 50:40. b
A(2sa/t.

c
Targ. &ito.

W*)3iJJnaS;.
f
Targ. ^. S Targ. nSoVi

-fto; sV.'

'

h

k dntakeiav. l Vid. vs. 33.

2 B

e
Targ.

Targ. V?.
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nawra nrpb? awhvn baa
' ""

nawna
ftyi wip vbra iiirbK ib ittip 31

Deest niVi^TJM

nnb is ft
' "

32

rtctetm nw fiwa
c
"isn nn^ni ntttint

>a;nii3V
ll 1i*nnn'>m 33

obin^

tm-p rta

34

na lisn trisaa nini ^K ns 35

nwp-r^ "laiU

nb^-bi?' viKani 36

nbsn nimn bsa D^mn -sbi nbsn nirnn bib

innnm Qi^-ns innnni 37

Deest

ynre nn^by ^hsani pirrtuj nyn

nnbs ny n nrmns ^mnbiaV nin-nw

ama tirwri *i^wi ^a tawa
I rnam 38

39

3
Targ. NMS V?.

b
o?? ou V/

Siu^a/, ou /SXvo/, ou pofyaf.
c Vid.

Vs. 30.
d Vid. Vs. 18; 50:40. e

Targ. bs. f
Targ. SS W bl.
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CAPUT L.

baa-"b$ lai *\v twia'n baa-bi* mm im
'

wrwi TS tastes rurta
T : i * -

t * :
- I v* v

o-wi 2

n$syarn (nntian.) nrnba inn n^x* ithah. fntt fin
' T

rnao

T. , n in: 3
Desunt

{ rfr oi 4

n^lsi

nni5& nsn TII ibswr

trna jrin^s iibai i

rviaa nin ^ns
T

'naian s"VI T "S

inn ffiiaw Dinn-y oiynn ins aaw

nnbtoi sb ma tasrns CJTBSS sb

ni^b rrfri
1

;

pwai i^m ii^
'

B^TBD pai 8

(0^3*33) fss-^sb miea%
-nftnp baa-by iiyo a5'ren 1

'a -by rtw IIJTS ^MS nin ID 9

n^bha ta^irbrip baa

fTO b^DtJM iia iiwi

Deest n'ini'DW 10

13 rnjten ^ 11

bM>5 ^tta 13
-1 : T T

tmaaa
'

aiiaKD

n^isn tambii' man 12

.^3. b
Targ.

1

)^.
c
Targ. -jW^.

d Cf.Ps..l20:4. e
Targ
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ba fiba nBdBrufvw 13

-brb? ipw ow (baatjina) -ba-b? pnw>i aw baa-b?

nib IT prrb$ ib^nrrbs rvft IT 14

to^sn ^t?0 nlln^ ^
nlteni rir nsre aiao n^by nynn is

nib^ iiapsn ^^n n'bK tttapa wa %p3n n nin1

] rwapaT ' '

n bnaia ynj ims baa wsni baaa yi'iT "ftro 16

"row n^n isna
'

na^n ain

n
bnn 'ibtt itosy bas ^b^a ^S^DSIM "itis?

nini b*itef. Tibs ini'sas nin^ is
e

b?i bnn 'ibttp

-^? irftps TCXD nim ^btt-b^ imps
i ^aroa rtni inni iffiani baiDn nsni 19

rasa wtfl TOSS yaraa ^bsni 0^68
se 20

cb nbos ^
nb^ nwia nin1

] psrrb:? rrby nby oimtt psn^by 21

nn Tps 0^?' T ' T

biia nampsa rranb'a bip 22

bnns WT" Vi T.bJ? (ib) ^3 fti bas tTnabmi ^b itsitip-j
24

niDba-oai

T ' '

rur ^b'

mni iyw6 nasbti-^a nini wsb sin rDsbti-'ia 25

nisas

n^wta?) n^sp isa ^ v^ w^a 26

a
Targ. il1S>.

b Of. vs. 43
;
6 : 24. c Vid. 46:16. d

Targ. V?.
e
Targ.

:"i.
f
Targ. $S. ff Targ. sba'n? K^^S.

h
Targ. "f&Sev.

*

Targ. b?
1

}.
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rvwB-tta (rmpn) win nniiriMs mbo
T T I

\ ll
' ' T w -i T

(?D*#B)
n naub wi fciB-ba inn iin natab iTf B-bs lain 27

amps tiyi amps ny
Deest ftairt nttp? 28

ban-
b
b? iy>aert -ba o-'in bni-b^

T

lynawn 29

mp rrop

s nb-nabw

nin ln3s sinn nl^a IHTI so

ass
'ji'i-Tn T^y ^Dn rrirp ijhs'cw pit T^ hM^ 3i

T ' T "

ib i b&3i
-

biuai 32

ni ib

nin 1

'

'

mlsas mn1
' 33

nrrarte ITP Dn^to-bDi

nnbw i3ti ? Drtbw

Tja) nbwi Dba 34

Deest ni>V]t3W 35

baa iat5i-
e
byi -bsi n^w-bsi baa

Deest sibwi Qi^an-bx ann 36

by ain inm rmia:r
f
by ann nnm niiiarbK a-in

5

b
Bn'a3n-by i

i tsn^oio -b^i laan-bKi VDID-' ain 37

aiyn-'byi nniniarby nini naina 'iw'
Jby ain

kaiSD i^hi naina nhs^-bs ann

a Of. 48 :1.
b
Targ. \>y.

c
Targ. r^S.

d Cf. 21:14. e
Tavg. b?l

Targ. V?. & Inc. vs. 37. h
Targ. liJiaW ^31 ",innrae ^S. l

Targ.

si. k Vid. 51:30. Targ. S*r53. '

Targ. b?.
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r ah 38

[IES] di*sai ibbhni

(BIT*) tr^s'iaw ^b -aim d^a-n^ a** law pb 39

rroa na latthi w affln-^bi hsyi nisa na
nssbw awn ihi "ViT^?' i

A ^1 nsib
T '

40
d
Di

sin ^ta onb -w na man ^tD i^n^ TSI mia 42

baama T^ nianbtib baa-na

^attnb^ 44

Tina

baa-
h
b? ^

1
' IBS ^a-b^ ^y iw 45

tp-ttfls

Dianoi

nis fiiTZJ
1
' x-DX nis

pan TB?*iri baa ntepBR bip^a 13 ntftri? baa ntostni bip^a 46

npyn yati? niiaa npwi
'

CAPUT LI.

rrn

o-nj 2

fi'V'a aiao'n baa-b? ^n n5^ oi^a a^awa n^ ^n-^3

) inrop pin TTT1 ^,
1

tftpTiini
2n 1

iT>T^| 3

ibann-bxi liiiDa -b^'ibttn

nisas-ba

a
Targ. 'jiraPilda.

b
aetpyvtav.

c
Targ. pm1

! N^Q3. d Vid. 49:18, 33.

e Yid. 6:23. *
r'a&oui. S Targ. Pl^S *]}&

'

^'
Targ. to. i

Targ." '

"an^Vs.
k
Targ. Wto si.8 isn; to 1

)"

'

^
Cf. Isa. 4:4. m

Targ. ptita

ttTa^i.
n
Targ. Vs.

T : :
e -
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5

bw
pirna wnpitii n^nirina dnpwi 4

wispbKi,

T

'VB'nFrbK 6

n btoa mrpb fcwojja w annbimmrpbawintijattfT

*tei nb nbtifc

rfatp irb n^ ibbhni p^ 7

Darisfl

'

DnB s

(nroab) "Hnatfb

10

n^nn wan n^pbifn iKba ta^srin ^an 11

baa-ba -na tjbtt irnafa' baa^yo

baa nfcirr
e

b:? baa nairrbs 12

(TV?n) isipn nlstsn in^pn D^BW wpn itttfiein

a (nijawnn wan B'nwB tnarui *a tj^a^'n wan

baa latfv'b? baa

awats ipiSDW 13

aVbi?i nisix nan

saws 'i
itSsga trisas nw yawa 14

raw nini. .
.

. fix rnzw 15

ireiana iraianat

jni bipb Sni? bipb ie

a
Targ. TiilftVittJ.

b eSrev auT^e. Targ. fWarib. e
Targ. ^

e
Targ. i>S.

T

^Targ. WitM n^3. & Of. Isa. 62^8. h Vid. 10:12.
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rm rm
533 mTb b

D$ ^prc ^5 i^W tflrmraVi -isb? ^pra "o boss 17-

a n^n irbsn nw?n n'TO nn b:jn is

we nini iribriD tow rrias nini inbre ta'iih 19

20

inniwti inssni in innisni

tt da)
DID 21

22

13 11

13

13 *ina&ni ^SSSDI iwi nn 13 inaari 23

13 13 insssi nasi ISK 13

ts^aoi nins

p^sn iw *itt Qhyrba r 24

Deest
T

ni

in
l-d5 25

nonab infittJ-is triioiab fasn 26
'

2?

lips '

DID ni

wfabrna

lips

'

-nan i*4iffirf

nibs- **n VTti.isbttm a^is n*b:nthg 28

psn 29

* Vid. 10:13. b
Targ. '^Witnx.

c
Targ. 1550.

d
Targ.

K sou -vel av so/.
f Inc. vs. 22. 6 Targ. ",^3^ I^W. h '
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(na aizni yw) atita riVi ath>

Yiaa yri baa -niaa ibin so

DC law rttaa

JTP* niaba-o jnspa if* niabr'a si
b
nsp'a o'flswntim iin&na nins^ni 32

o-narftn

ro *o irfcK nlsas nini TOK ro 13 33

ta iv W'n^ ny pas ny "p^ Vaa-na

isjniaias wars 3 34
1

^ (Kb|) i!s>ba p^ ibs li^sn baa

tuna xba pna wba ba'a iitna iuro 'ba

-bs (ilia) *^aifri lo^ri ^jnninn baa-b^ iistisi ^oan 35

baa

Wtto lain^b? iaii tf^na ^v^ 'fla-n

^a^-ns ai-*>n ia^-ins an-55n 36

atoin sbn rrarob baa nrvni tj^aa fiwa tf^ab baa nn^rfl 37

13 i-wa iaiTi u'n'^aa i
tm i ss

'' T '

mn nias

nnb nniutt p nnir-Ta'a-in n^ffis 39

40

Deest
*fTBi

41

baa nnin T dv,aa baa matsb nnin T
nnwai nnoaa 42

a Vid. 50:37. Targ. X*ia. b Inc. vs. 32. Targ. WK
d

Inc. -vs. 35. e
Targ. iMM.

'
*
Targ. bs.
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Brwrja
bsw BTirp -jrin

baa-b? baaa ba-b?

-M Q^a TV i^b

baa

naij>i rra p3 rmt wi rv* pa JtEtJb rvn* i^n 43

Tns-aa
ana aw

44

45

46

47
Desunt <

fhrra

ntea

V r r T T s

nan isb

baa
T

ibipsrb?

n-'bbn-bDi/iDi'a

^BtS baa-b?

T

wann tns^ria 48
'

ona

nB

ibbn
c

ib^ baaa-aa -ai bintfj ibbn' bssb baa-aa 49

pah psn-ba ^bbn ibs; baab

anna a^obs iTiayrrbtf isbn ainB Biobs so

is iTa^n nin^-ris piniB TIST
v -i r

T13T

nsin isyBE-'o 5.1

>5>B^T1Sa''3

^n pbs^ 52

BIBB? baa nb^Fi-Bx ^3 ^31 a^iDn baa nbyrr'is 53

"nitthn

.

a bna Tawi baaa npsr bip biTi naiui baaia/np^T bip 54
'

B1T123 pB
BIBS ana tnn 1

55

')ia^\
d
Targ. K^ajJ 'j'ia'in

1

;.

e
Targ. ^3
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rabs "rtin baa-b9 sa t> "ftvo baa-bs> ryfcy sa -o se

tbiD-> bx ID BBttp nmnn nnnn -miasT
'

Viabri

j'nnb nw rvftxs b "o BtvirvBp.t \:
,

T
,

T?tt5 "isrii nbt?
1

;

rtvna

s^asn

57

nrn mn 1
* "vnjrnD rvitsn nixss mtv.'a-nai 58

mrnn
.

T '

nannn baa

ins1
' tiKa tnnaan

"

59

GO

62

63

s^asn

nrroiw
baa-db?

baa-
d
b?

Dnb ntnt;ip
1an-

d
b? -trrn

IQ Qiatti
1

' la-wn
obiyb ntttti-i3 nana

HBp
Deest

'

baa-bx

man n'ns

ntn

aw na

a1

! nan-^y TOM i T" - **

T, ,

Desunt

CAPTJT LII.

rpn nsuj"
bb3 ni'st*

15 :

Targ. ',

l

in\.
.

b Inc. vs. 57. e
Targ. Targ. *>?.
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Frist)

TOB-bitta awi

{baa SfVen isr

"n^jn tnrn 4

ibTrbm snn

^o a
(?) p^i mb? isa^i a^as pi^i n* iwi

ninn ^n^n ffi'iha e

i5 ^rna*>. 7

nni^n

ft
t ta-b i n law s

.
"irris wi nh'iya in^s-tw

1223 'iasbDi I^JB isa3
T

'ib'in-bD
:

i

9

n 1
* *nurbrn 051 10

instvi irfi)?sr!-rvaa insn^i n
T, , f nsti mto3>-;?tt5p> nsto s^n 12
Desunt \ ,

T T '
- -

=

\ bna-^bw TSK-ITOQS ^b^b' T ' ' '

13

a^ao obEm .mairrta-ni a^ao ebwiT nterrtarnsi 14

n^iro'b''n-b3 ^isns

15

Desunt

VI T T

baa
'

v T * v v . :T

nban linxn
-: :- : r t v I T T v *.

-an iiswn a*n ntiv-rwi p^nas Twn nsn w'snai ie
v i i t -: i- i F v T -

u B^nats-an

TIBS nin^-n^ab ^TBS IT

.
c
Targ. ^?2
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Cisro;
1

!) isnjivtiWBWti-iir^*3 nbaa

naf\ ta^aijrrriKi nnsn-rw -rmtiwrnitt tvi-itmnKi is

rvtobrgn

Deest *inj&

-ni wh'awrna'i rvte&rrna
1

! -r^ninnttn-n^s-'ssrrriio 19

-ran rvnJormn ^mnion r>itiiiiDn
i

'n
i

inSp
l

npan
ni (rvwsn) mnman -rwi wteintwi miinan

s a^ni. a^sw d^iByrri nns Din Q^ID n^iawi 20

n mnri nisbian

21

Mure cn nimi ntain3nra
i

ip
i

]rai''yninDi 22

nrron saa n^i rrrnx iaan nnsn

mi QiiTain-s nmi 23

n:in
ian ins-h*i ffinn iriD-n^ -nm tunn ira n^-ns 24

nb
0*1*10 n iiyn-''a'ii 25

isbn
'

triasn IBO D-n san ^assn ite "too

n 26

nnban nnbai.

nbaia nbaia nri^ 27

Deest intfiH bws ntin
"

3 KOCI rag

K<XI rag
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ins

Desunt

rrobto.

nriaa tntrhifa b^ten n^sbs 29
'

ntatd

{troth

nbjn

so

ftag satf TB&J
*

^K TBi-b3 'nffittjii
T -.

--
I
- VV T T -!-

si

nr
n
nan tinb

ti

ib nmi ib-

I^^
Deest

32

33

I firm inrrwi 34

w
bis

a
OuX(/*aSax/3.

b Cf. Gen. 41 -.14.
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Bleek (Professor) Introduction to the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.)

Christlieb (Theo., D.D.) Modern Doubt and Christian Belief. One Vol. (10s. 6d.

Delitzsch (Franz, D.D.) Commentary on Job. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on the Psalms. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Proverbs of Solomon. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Prophecies of Isaiah. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Two Vols. (21s.)

A System of Biblical Psychology. One Vol. (1 2s.)

Dollinger (J. J. Ign. von, D.D.) Hippolytus and Callistus; or, The Church of
Rome in the First Half of the Third Century. One Vol. (7s. 6d.)

Dorner (I. A., D.D.) A System of Christian Doctrine. Pour Vols. (42s.)

History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ. Five
Vols. -(52s. 6d.)

Ebrard (J. H. A., D.D.) Commentary on the Epistles of St. John. One Vol.

(10s. 6d.)

The Gospel History : A Compendium of Critical Investigations in support
of the Historical Character of the Four Gospels. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Gebhardt (H.) Doctrine of the Apocalypse. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Gerlach (Otto von) Commentary on the Pentateuch. One Vol. (10s. fid.)

Gieseler (J. C. L., D.D.) Compendium of Ecclesiastical History. Four Vols.

(42s.)

Godet (F., D.D.) Commentary on St. Luke's Gospel. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on St. John's Gospel. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. Two Vols. (21s.)

Goebel on the Parables. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Hagenbach (K. R., D.D.) History of the Reformation. Two Vols. (21s.)

History of Christian Doctrines. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Harless (G. C. A. von, D.D.) A System of Christian Ethics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Haupt (E.) Commentary on the First Epistle of St. John. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Havernick (Professor). General Introduction to the Old Testament. One Vol.

(10s. 6d.)

Hengstenberg (E. W., D.D.) Christology of the Old Testament, and a Commentary
on the Messianic Predictions. Four Vols. (42s.)

Commentary on the Psalms. Three Vols. (33s.)

-On the Book of Ecclesiastes. To which are appended : Treatises on the Son?
of Solomon ; the Book of Job ; the Prophet Isaiah ; the Sacrifices of Holy
Scripture ; and on the Jews and the Christian Church. One Vol. (9s.)

Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on Ezekiel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Dissertations on the Genuineness of Daniel, etc. One Vol. (12s.)

The Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. Two Vols. (21s.)

[Continued on next page.
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Keil (C. P., D.D.) Introduction to the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on the Pentateuch. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Commentary on Joshua, Judges, and Ruth. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Books of Samuel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on Jeremiah and Lamentations. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on Ezekiel. Two Vols. (21s.)

Commentary on, the Book of Daniel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Two Vols. (21s.)

Kurtz (J. H., D.D.) History of the Old Covenant ; or, Old Testament Dispensation.
Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Lange (J. P., D.D.) Commentary on the Gospels of St Matthew and St. Mark.
Three Vojs. (31s. 6d.)

Commentary on the Gospel of St. Luke. Two Vola. (18s.)

Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Two Vols. (21s.)

Luthardt (C. E., D.D.) Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

Macdonald (D., M.A.) Introduction to the Pentateuch. Two Vols. (21s.)

Martensen (Bishop) Christian Dogmatics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Christian Ethics. General Social Individual. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.)

MiUler (Dr. Julius) The Christian Doctrine of Sin. Two Vols. (21s.).

Murphy (Professor) Commentary on the Psalms. To count as Two Volumes. One
Vol. (12s.)

Neander (A., D.D.) General History of the Christian Religion and Church. Nine
Vols. (67s. 6d.)

Oehler (Professor) Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.)

Olshausen (H., D.D.) Commentary on the Gospels and Acts. Pour Vols. (42s.)

Commentary on Epistle to the Romans. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Commentary on Epistles to the Corinthians. One Vol. (9s.)

Commentary on Philippians, Titus, and 1st Timothy. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Philippi (P. A., D.D.) Commentary on Epistle to Romans. Two Vols. (21s.)

Ritter (Carl) Comparative Geography of Palestine. Pour Vols, (26s.)

Sohmid (C. P., D.D.) New Testament Theology. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Shedd (W. G. T., D.D.) History of Christian Doctrine. Two Vols. (21s.)

Steinmeyer (F. L., D.D.) History of the Passion and Resurrection of our Lord.
One Vol. (10s. 6d.)"

The Miracles of our Lord in relation to Modern Criticism. One Vol.

(7s. 6d.)

Stier (Rudolf, D.D.) The Words of the Lord Jesus. Eight Vola. (S4s.)

The Words of the Risen Saviour, and Commentary on the Epistle of St.

James. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

The Words of the Apostles Expounded. One Vol. (10s. 6d.)

Tholuck (A., D.D.) Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. One Vol. (9s.)

Dllmann (0., D..D.) Reformers before the Reformation, principally in Germany
and the Netherlands. Two Vols. (21s.)

Weiss (B., D.D.) Biblical Theology of the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.)

The Life of Christ. Vols. I. and II. (10s. 6d. each.)

Winer (G. B., D.D.) Collection of the Confessions of Christendom. One Vol.

(10s. 6d.)

The Series forms an Apparatus without which it may be truly said no Theological
Library can be complete; and the Publishers take the liberty of suggesting that no more
appropriate gift eould be presented to a Clergyman than the Series in whole or in part.

Subscribers' Names received by all Retail Booksellers.

LONDON : (For Works at Non-svbscription price only) HAMILTON, ADAMS & Co.



WORKS BY PROFESSOR FRANZ DELITZSCH.

In Two Vols., demy 8vo. Vol. I. now ready, price 10s. 6d.,

A NEW COMMENTARY
ON

GENESIS.

MESSES.
CLARK have pleasure in intimating, that by special arrange-

ment with the author they are publishing a translation of the Fifth

Edition, thoroughly revised, and in large part re-written, of this standard

Commentary. The learned author, who has for a generation been one of

the foremost biblical scholars of Germany, and who is revered alike for his

learning and his piety, has here stated with evident care his latest and
most matured opinions.

'Thirty-five years have elapsed since Prof. Delitzsch's Commentary on
Genesis first appeared ;

fifteen years since the fourth edition was published in

1872. Ever in the van of historical and philological research, the venerable
author now comes forward with another fresh.editiou in.which he incorporates
what fifteen years have achieved for illustration and criticism of the text of

Genesis. .. . We congratulate Prof. Delitzsch on this new edition, and trust

that it may appear before long in an English dress. By it, not less than by
his other commentaries, he has earned the gratitude of every lover of biblical

science, and we shall be surprised if, in the future, many do not acknowledge .

that theyhave found in it a welcome help and guide.' Professor S. R. DRIVEK,
in The Academy.

In crown 8vo, price 4s. 6d.,

OLD TESTAMENT HISTORY OF REDEMPTION.
' Few who will take the trouble to look into it will not readily acknowledge

that it is not only a masterly work, such as few men, if any, besides the

Leipzig professor could give, but that there is nothing to be compared with
it as a handbook for students.' Litera/ry World.

In One Volume, 8vo, price 12s.,

A SYSTEM OF BIBLICAL PSYCHOLOGY.
' This admirable volume ought to be carefully read by every thinking

clergyman.'- Literary Churchman.

In Two Vols.j 8vo, price 21s.,

COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLE TO
THE HEBREWS.

KEIL AND DELITZSCH'S
COMMENTARIES ON, AND INTRODUCTION TO,

THE OLD TESTAMENT.
This Series (published in Clark's Foreign Theological Library) is now

completed in Twenty-seven Volumes, price 7, 2s. nett. Any Eight
Volumes are now supplied for 2, 2s., or more at same ratio.

Separate Volumes may be had, price 10s. 6d. each.
'

Very high merit for thorough Hebrew scholai'ship, and for keen critical

sagacity, belongs to these Old Testament Commentaries. No scholar will

willingly dispense with them.' British Quarterly Review.






